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Jony Epmunp Wentworrn Anptson, Q. 
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cuit; and Mr. James Atexanper Rentovt, 1884, South-Eastern 





Mz. Gzorcr Wirxs having gracefully withdrawn his ,candi- 
dature for the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, Mr. 
Bryru and Mr. Wintrrsornam were elected without opposition 
at the meeting of the society last week. The attention of the 
meeting was so much taken up with the financial position of the 
society that there was comparatively little discussion of other 
subjects of current interest, and one, at least, of the matters 
brought on for consideration was rather of the debating-society 
. a A motion that solicitors ought to be appointed to solicitor- 
ehips of Government Departments would have been appro- 
priate in view of recent events; but a proposal that all Tosi 
appointments should be open to both barristers and solicitors 
without distinction was very properly shelved as not being 
within the range of practical measures. We have always won- 
dered that the Council do not get motions proposed at these 
meetings relating to matters of current interest on which it 
might desirable for them to hear the opinions of members, 
or as to which a resolution of the members might add weight 
to proposals which the Council are advocating. At present 
they seem to leave the business of the meetings to chance. 





In a LETTER which we print elsewhere the inquiry is made 
whether the Mortgagees Legal Costs Act, 1895, enables a 
solicitor-trustee who advances money to charge the usual costs ? 
We very much doubt whether any such change in the law has 
been effected. The language of the Act seems to shew that it 
is dealing only with the case of the disqualification as to 
charging costs which has hitherto arisen from the fact of a 


mortgagee being a solicitor. In future this disqualification is 
to be rid of by imagining the mortgage to be made to a 
h etical mortgagee, who in turn is to be supposed to 


rie ay the solicitor. Whatever charge the solicitor could 
© against the hypothetical mortgagee, he is to be entitled 
under the Act to make against the mortgagor. But when a 
solicitor is also a trustee, there comes in, as our correspondents 
point out, the principle that a trustee is not to make a profit 
out of his trust. No doubt the earlier words of section 2 of the 
Act—“any solicitor to whom, either alone or jointly with any 
other person, a mortgage is made”’—like those of section 3, 
are wide enough to include the case of an advance by a 
solicitor-trustee, and the provision as to joint advances is 
especially applicable to trustees; but the later words, giving 
the solicitor the right to charge costs, contemplate him 
only in the character of solicitor, not of trustee. And 
this is made clearer by considering how the machinery of 
the section would work in such a case. If it were possible to 
sever the offices of solicitor.and trustee, and attach the latter to 
the hypothetical mortgagee, the solicitor would be able to take 
his costs under the , But 2 fiction of an independent 
mortgagee is introduced solely for the pur of providing the 
solicitor with a client, and it can hardly c, culesaed 80 as to 
rid him of any disqualification incident to his office of trustee. 


We apprehend, therefore, that the rule as to solicitor-trustees 
remvaten uncheaged. and the—only case, apart from special 
suthorization tw the-Instriment creating “The trust, in wiheha 
tor-trustee can charge profit-costs is where he is acting i 
At'¢ 100 on behall 0 BAS 

M orsellis, 30 W. ik. 309, 34 


5 1 ». & G, 664; Be . . D. 
675.” The exception does not extend to conveyancing business, 
not as Re Corsellis shews, where the costs will fall else- 
were than on the trust estate. 


On Wepnespay the Oourt of Appeal No. 2 reversed the 
decision of Mr. Justice Kuxewicu in Re Bircham & Co. (ante, 
p- 640), upon which we commented (ante, p. 632). The ques- 
tion was, whether solicitors, who acted for the trustees in the 
—— of a trust deed to secure the payment of debentures 
to the amount of £90,000, which it was then intended should 
be issued by a company, were entitled as ‘“‘m gees’ solici- 
tors” to the scale fee prescribed by Part I. of Schedule I. to 
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the Remuneration Order. In the particular case, though the 





trust deed was prepared and executed, no debentures were in  , . 
fact issued, but the company afterwards procured the money or 
which they required by means of an ordinary mortgage. The Bn 
solicitors claimed the scale fee upon £90,000, but the taxing ~ ae 
master held that they were not entitled to it, and must be op 
remunerated under Schedule II. to the Order. Mr. Justice = 
Kexewicn considered that the trust deed was a mortgage; i. 
that the trustees were the mortgagees, and the solicitors, con- a 
sequently, mortgagees’ solicitors ; that the mortgage had been h 
completed, and that the solicitors were entitled to the scale fee * 
which they claimed. The Court of Appeal did not actually he 
decide whether the deed was a mo though they were 
inclined to think that it was not, but they held that, no deben- 
tures having been issued, the transaction had not been “‘ com- a 
leted,” and that for this reason the scale did not apply. Lord _ 
5 ustice Linpiey said that the case fell within sub-clause (c) of 7 
clause 2 of the Remuneration Order, and not within clause (a), — 
as being business “‘ not in fact completed.” The court were asked 
to give, if it were necessary, leave to appeal to the House of Lords, 
and this they refused to do, on the ground that no matter of prin- 
ciple was involved. We believe, however, it will be found that 1 
no leave to appeal is required, and that the case will probably the 
be taken to the House of Lords. The question is one of ore 
considerable importance to solicitors, and it seems to us that wil 
there is good ground for contending that the decision of the = 
Court of Appeal is erroneous. The transaction, so far as the aut 
solicitors were concerned, was completed, It was no part of their unt 
duty, as solicitors, to hand over the mortgage money to the Jar 
borrowers, ep lige: might be sed appointed agents to 4th 
do that. But this was no part of their ordinary function as esti 
solicitors. And it will be observed that Schedule I. prescribes oll 
the scale fee for ‘deducing title and preparing and cam 
completing mortgage.” It seems to us clear that the word mo 
“mortgage” there must mean the mortgage deed, and this met 
view is confirmed by the words used in the case of a mort- Un 
gagor’s solicitor, “ perusing mortgage and completing,” and in rails 
the case of a purchaser's solicitor, ‘‘ preparing and completing to a 
conveyance.” In the course of the argument it was suggested chil 
that, if an ordinary mortgage were made to secure a sum to be the 
advanced at once and further advances which might be made J,, 
in the future, not exceeding a specified amount, the solicitor of pour 
the mortgagee would be entitled to the scale fee upon the total call. 
sum made up of the present advance and the maximum amount 
of the future advances. The court had not to decide this point, becs 
but they were inclined to think that the scale did not apply to a out 
mortgage to secure possible future advances. # 
that 
and 
Tux Court of Appeal have, as might have been anticipated, tie 
affirmed the decision of. the Divisional Court (Lord Russzx1, .t 
O.J., and Onanzs, J.) in Qard v. Me han (ante, p. 485) on #/ Be 
the effect of a clause providing for payment of a specified sum teste 
as liquidated damages. In one case it appears to be clearly opin 
settled that such a sum shall be treated as a penalty, notwith- to tl 
standing the declaration of the parties, both positively that it Dig 
shall be liquidated damages, and negatively that it shall not be ate 
a penalty—where, that is, a larger sum is made payable on 
breach of a stipulation to pay a fixed smaller sum. Where a 
doubt is stated, said Lord Expon, O.J., in Astley v. Weldon (2 h 
B. & P., p. 350), whether the sum inserted bea penalty or not, of t 
“if a certain damage less than that sum is made payable upon in tl 
the face of the same iastrument, in case the act intended to be Cou: 
prohibited be done, that sum shall be construed to be a a pl 
ty.” And it is the same where the condition for Ve £10 
payment of the — sum applies to the breach of poin 
any of a number of stipulations, some one of which binds on 
to the payment of a fixed smaller sum. Accordingly in /# fow 
Kemble v. Farren (6 Bing. 141) a sum of £1,000 declared to be thro 
payable as Tiquidated damages on breach (infer alia) of a stipu- the 
lation for payment of £3 6s. 8d. for each night of performance ow 
at a theatre, was held to be a penalty. And it may be, too, that by h 
if the breach of some one or more of a series of stipulations can is 
only result in dameges of very trifling amount, the same rule the 
will apply. This case seems to be left open by the judgment of state 
JESSEL, MR, in Fall v. Smith (21 Oh. D. 243). But where tion 
there is a series of “stipulations the breach of which may result this 
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jn damage of substantial though of varying importance, none 


of them being for the payment of a fixed sum, then Wallis v. 
Smith decides, notwithstanding the assertion of a con prin- 
aple by Jamzs, L.J., in (4 Ch. D., p. 781), the 


Re — 

gum specified to be payable as liquidated damages shall be 
treated as such, and not as a penalty. The case of Ward v. 
Monaghan was simpler than this, for the sum named was payable 
only in one event. The defendant was the lessee of a public- 
house, and he had a to pay £50 as liquidated damages if 
he committed any offence dolar the Licensing Acts for which 
he should be convicted before a court of summary jurisdiction or 
otherwise. He committed the offence of selling beer during 
prohibited hours, and upon conviction a nominal fine was 
inflicted. Having regard to the nature of the property, it seems 
impossible to regard a breach of such a stipulation as merely 
trifling, and the Court of Appeal have held that the sum of £50 
became payable as liquidated damages. 





TuE DEcIsion in Re Burrows (ante, p. 656) seems to shew that 
the case of Blasson v. Lilasson (2 De G. J. & 8. 665) has given 
rise to an unsound distinction in the most recent text-books on 
wills. The rule that a child en ventre sa mere is considered for 
purposes of construction as a child im esse is said, on the 
authority of Blasson y. Blasson, to be limited to cases where the 
unborn child is benefited by the application of the rule: see 
Jarman on Wills, 5th ed., vol. 2, p. 1042; Theobald on Wills, 
4th ed., p. 259. In Re Burrows a testator gave a moiety of his 
estate, after the death of his wife, to his daughter K. absolutely, 
in case she had issue living at the death of his wife ;- but in 
case she had no issue then living, then a life interest only in the 
moiety to K. The wife died on the way to attend K.’s confine- 
ment, and the very next day K. gavd birth to a living child. 
Under these circumstances it was argued that, the question 
raised having reference to K.’s interest in the property, and not 
to any benefit to the child, Blasson y. Blasson shewed that the 
child was not in point of law “issue living” at the death of 
the testator’s wife, so that K. took a life interest only. Curry, 
J., rejected the contention. His lordship thought that the 
point was covered by the dictum of Lord Expon in Thellusson v. 
Woodford (11 Ves. 112), where he put the exact case hypotheti- 
cally, and said that the property would not be devested merely 
because the child was not born (p. 150). Onrrry, J., pointed 
out that the Chief Baron, delivering the unanimous opinion of 
the judges, mentioned the opinion expressed by Eyneg, 0.J., in 
the leading case of Doe v. Clarke (2 H. Bl. 399) to the effect 
that, independent of intention, an infant en ventre, by the 
and ordér of nature, was then living, and came clearly within 
tertescription of a child living at t] Fa Stinaae (il Ven., 
p. f On V. son was distinguished as a decision on 
the words “‘ born and living,” which seemed to shew that the 
testator contrasted birth with life, and Currry, J., was of 
opinion that the Lord Chancellor’s judgment was directed solely 
to the word “born,” and the passages cited by him from the 
Digest and Voét related to born and unborn children, and not to 
unborn children as living or not living. 





Ir 1s not always easy to determine whether a icular action 
of tort brought in the High Court might have commenced 
in the county court within the meaning of section 116 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), which deprives 
a plaintiff of his costs who, in such action, recovers less than 


£10. The recent case of Howarth v. Sutcliffg is an instance in 
point. There the cause 0 on was Im to the plaintiff's 
reversion occasioned by the defendant wron y diverting the 


flow of a stream of water, conveyed in a pipe running in 


through the defendant’s land, to certain premises occupied by 
the plaintiff's tenant, which ezoneded in malug £69-a. oar, and 
of which the plaintiff himself was owner in fee. C) t, 
by his statement of defence, put the ‘ao to Strict proof of 
his case, alleged leave and oan the plaintiff's tenant for 
the diversion complained of, and, while denying all liability, 
stated that he brought forty shillings into court in full satisfac- 
tion of the plaintiff's claim. 





costs. The master and judge at chambers both held that the ” 
enactment above mentioned deprived him of his costs. This 
decision has, however, now been reversed the Oourt of 
Appeal (Kay and A. L. Surrs, L.JJ.), upon ground that 
the action clearly was not one which might have been com- 
menced in the county court, as it involved something more than 

@ mere possessory title to land—namely, the righ 
ment in respect of a dominant tenemer 








10 aiue, and which thererc ILD m4 ng uri i 
diction to determine, having regard to the ons contained 
ir sections S6-amd- 60 of the D ‘Act, 1888, It is 


ounty Co 
submitted that the Court of vor | were fully warranted in 
coming to this conclusion, which in no way conflicts with the 
judgments delivered in Hawkins v. Rutter (40 W. RB. 238 ; 1892, 
1 Q. B. 668). — bisa 


A.rnovcH By virtue of recent decisions a trader cannot 
any advantage for himself -he 
Serer ee Eee oe ee, 


is cre L —_— (43 W. R. 605) a trader, who was 
being pressed by his tors, adopted the above device, and 
sold ie business to the company y for cash and partly for 
shares. No money in fact but bills of the company 
were handed over, and with these the vendor tried to satisfy his 
creditors. In this attempt he failed. He became bankrupt, 
and the company, which had contracted debts, went into 
liquidation. The liquidator sold the business, and at 
there was a sum of cash available for creditors. The question 
arose how it should be distributed. Vavonan Wiitiams, J. 
held that the original sale to the company was a sham, and, had 
it been possible to identify the bankrupt and the company for 
















all pu: the creditors of the company would have stood on 

the same footing as those of the bankrupt, and all would have 

ranked equally against the assets. But it was held that the 

company, though a sham as regards the vendor, must be treated 

as a reality as third es, and hence the creditors of ae 

the company a prior claim on a ere . : 
tion of the business. In the event of their insufficiency, the 

creditors of the compar iid be-entitied, on o rine 0! 8 redone 
Broderup ¥. 8 pom DOL d f 

a case it is 









henaed p hey would ‘ Seenlly vith the coolioiat a the 
vendor, but we have probably not to the end of the 
problems arising from the relation of one-man companies to 
their promoters. 





Tux orp question “ What is a charity ” seems poor fire future 
to be ‘‘ What is not a charity?” The careful elaborate 
decision of Onrrry, J., in Re 







be intensified and the ed religion, 
welfare of the community be injured thereby. 
probably few societies which do not intend one way or another | 
to benefit the community. Good intentions pave their way. 
The old-fashioned exceptions of purposes which tend to 
subversion of religion or uty or are — = policy 








The plaintiff having accepted | spond 
this sum, the question arose whether he was entitled to any /far as that. 
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CONDITIONS RESTRICTING OBJECTIONS TO TITLE. 
In the recent case of Scott v. Alvarez (ante, p. 621) the Court of 
Appeal have decided fhat a condition of sale excluding objec- 
ions to title will be ineffectual to enable the vendor to insist on 

















SEs tle is altogether ‘bed. altfugh tr muy debar 
he ¢ altogether bad ough Tf ar 
! ") ining the re 1s deposit. The eftect 
5 conditions been frequently a matter of discussion. 
In Darlington v. Hamilton (Kay 550) Lord Haruxertey adopted 
a view strongly opposed to their efficacy. It is quite clear, he 
said, that, whatever may be the terms of the condition of sale, 
if the purchaser obtain information a/iunde that the title of the 
vendor is not clear and distinct, he has a right to insist upon 
the objection; and he supported this opinion by reference to 
Warren v. Richardson (Younge 1), and Shepherd v. Keatley (1 
C. M. & R. 117). In Re National Provincial Bank and Marsh 
(43 W. R. 186; 1895, 1 Ch. 190), however, Norru, J., pointed 
out that these cases did not warrant any such conclusion, 
and he said that the dictum of Lord Harnertey in Dar- 
ington v. Hamilton went too far. In Warren v. Richardson 
there was no question of a condition of sale, but it was 
held that, after an intending lessee had by his conduct 
waived his right to production of the lessor’s title, he could 
nevertheless refuse to complete if in the course of the proceed- 
~~ the title was actually produced and turned out to be 
. And in Shepherd v. Keatley, where the purchaser was 
allowed to insist on defects discovered aliunde, the condition 
simply provided that the vendor of leaseholds should not be 
° to produce his lessor’s title. In Darlington v. Hamilton 
(supra) the condition was similar—the purchaser of leaseholds 
was not to require proof or production of the lessor’s title. 
Hence Lord Hatuertey could have wel] allowed the purchaser 
to insist on defects discovered aliunde, without laying down the 
general proposition that no condition could preclude the pur- 
chaser from inquiring into the vendor’s title. 
There is, indeed, a recognized distinction between conditions 
which simply e producing his 





















Sir Epwanp Fry in his treatise on Specific Performance (3rd 
+» p. 594), First, the stipulations of the contract may preclude 
the purchaser from making requisitions upon or inquiries from 


the vendor as to his title—that is, may relieve the vendor from | 


the necessity of complying with or answering any such requisi- 
tion or inquiry—without preventing the purchaser from shewing 
by any means in his own power that the vendor’s title is defec- 
tive; and, secondly, the stipulations may preclude the purchaser, 
not only from making requisitions upon and inquiries from the 
vendor, but from making any inquiry or investigation about the 
title anywhere. As just stated, the condition in Darlingten v. 
Hamilton was of the former kind, and the purchaser accordingly 
Was not precluded from insisting on defects in the vendor's title 
which he discovered aliunde. On the other hand, in Hume v. 
pee (5 De G. & Sm. 520), where, upon a sale of leaseholds, 
condition was that the lessor’s title would not be shewn and 
should not be inquired into, the purchaser was not allowed to 
set up in answer to a suit for specific performance Acts of 
Parliament which shewed that the lessors had no power to lease 
i The only reasonable — of the stipulation, 


the — 
said Parker, V.C., was that inquiry was altogether precluded 
for every purpose, and such a stipulation, he observed, was 





“The above cases were discussed by Norru, J., in Re National 
Provincial Bank and Marsh (supra), where the condition was that 
the title prior to a conveyance dated in 1869 should “ not be 
required, investigated, or objected to,” and, in reliance upon 
Hume v. Bentley, he held that the purchaser was not entitled to 
raise @ defect discovered aliunde as an objection to the title on a 
under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, and he 
could not uently, upon the summons, obtain the return of 
the deposit. But the learned judge pointed-out that he was 
not deciding that the purchaser was bound to accept the vendor’s 
title if it should turn out to be a bad one. In Hume v. Bentley, 
indeed, the purchaser was held to be precluded from raising the 
objection, and at the same time a decree for specific perform- 


favour of the purchaser (1895, 1 Ch., p. 621). 









ance was made inst him, but Parxer, V.C., was careful tp, 

observe that the objection was such as did not interfere with the} 

safety of the purchase, and he intimated that had the title been| — 

really bad he would not have forced it on the purchaser. Jp 

other words, the condition binds the purchaser in proceeliaa a 

in which the vendor has t0 make a title simply accor 

to the contract, an , 0 behind the condition and ae 
Or a return of the deposit on the groun 6 6 is, in 

bad; while, at the l court will not exercise its 

juni on in specific d com m 

ti i tantially defective. 

In Scott v. Alvarez (supra) the conditions upon a sale of lease. 
hold property provided that the purchaser should be furnished 
with an abstract of the underlease, dated in 1867, by virtue of 
which the property was held, and of an assignment of the 
underlease dated in 1891, and that he should not make any 
objection or requisition in respect of the intermediate title, not- 
withstanding any reference to such title contained in the assign. 
ment, but should assume that the assignment vested in the 
assignees a good title for the residue of the term. The vendor 
was @ mortgagee selling under a power of sale, and his solicitor, 
when he framed the conditions, was aware of certain informali- 
ties affecting the intermediate title, but did not suspect it to be 
seriously defective. From information which he supplied to the 
purchaser, the latter entertained doubts as to the goodness of 
the title, and, on the strength of these doubts, he took outs 
vendor and purchaser summons for a declaration that the title 
was not such as he ought to be compelled to accept, and for a 
return of the deposit. Upon this Kexewicu, J., made an a) 
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in his favour, but his decision was reversed by the Oourt of 
Appeal, which held that mere suspicion was not sufficient to} 
enable the purchaser to escape from the condition. 


— 





Subsequent inquiry, however, not only confirmed the sus- the J 
picions which the purchaser entertained, but shewed that the frien 
vendor’s title was altogether bad. A document purporting to privi 
operate as a gift of the property turned out to be a forgery, and curre 
the title was further affected by the suppression of a will and by that 
a breach of trust. -These facts having been discovered, the come 
purchaser refused to complete, notwithstanding the order of the conse 
Court of Appeal, and the vendor commenced an action for Ther 
specific performance, the purchaser counter-claiming for a nothi 
declarati a good title had not been shewn, and for’ curre 
return of his deposit. Kexewicu, J., however, again decided th follo’ 


The condition, 
he said, did not absolutely preclude the purchaser from inquiry 
into the intermediate title. Its weakness lay in the word 
“notwithstanding ”’ and the sentence depending on it. This, 
in the opinion of the learned judge, distinctly left it open to 
make objections in respect of the intermediate title, provided 
they were based on knowledge derived from sources other 

the assignment. But the Court of Appeal have held that this 
was too narrow a view of the condition, and that, upon the true 
construction of it, the purchaser was bound absolutely to assume 
that a good title vested in the assignee under the assignment of 
1891. Consequently, the vendor had made out a title according 
to the contract, and the purchaser was precluded from recover- 
ing the deposit. But this strict construction of the contract did 
not govern the question of the exercise of the jurisdiction of the 
court to order specific performance, and here the Court of 
Appeal declined to help the vendor. There was no instance, it 
was said, i ich a court of equity had compelled a 

to _accept_an obvio e, an @ court acco: 


upaeid 8 Dé Dad déc ned 








In the @ decision affirms the principle that a condition 
ay s_effectually to preclude objections or re 
q tions provided, oi course, It 18 0 sleading 0 
reason Of its requiring the purchaser to assume what the vend 
s to be untrue (Re Banister, 12 Oh. D.1; Re Sandbach § 





sO worded 
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Edmondson’s ; Contract, 1891, 1 Oh. 99)—so far as these may for th 
result in shewing that the vendor has not made a good title punis 
according to the eontract, and consequently it may secure the which 
vendor against a claim for the return of the deposit, and for the liquor 
urchaser’s costs of investigating the title; but should the title 9 of | 
discovered by the purchaser to be absolutely bad—to be not — sectio 
even a good holding title—no condition, however stringently — for th 
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to framed, will enable the vendor to compel the purchaser to mak v. Hoeighes (34 L, T. 242). Now the 9th section 
the t the title and complete. In other worde, a title which a ibits a licensed person from (1) selling or exposing for sale 
een coke has acquired without knowledge of its defects he may be | any intoxicating liquor, or (2) opening or keeping _ his 
In unable to pass on to a purchaser. his latter result is ap- ises for the sale of ‘Tntoxicating liquor, 2, (3) ee | 
a tly just. The vendor has incurred a loss, and with him | intoxicating liquor, although purchased before hours 
ng it must lie. But the distinction which makes the contract bad | closing, to be consumed on the . The last portion of 
a for one p and good for another seems to be open to| the section, as is shown by Hawxiys, J., in v. — 
> im question, and if a contract is such that the court will not enforce (L. R. 20 Q. B. D. 221), “seems intended to apply to i. 
> ita it, probably the better course would be to allow the purchaser | case as that of a man who, not being a bond fide traveller, 
er to avoid it altogether. purchases liquor before the hours of closing and stays on the 
Be premises to drink it afterwards.” 
ase- It is clear, therefore, that the essence of the offence under 
hed each portion of the section is the sale or intended sale of 
® of PROHIBITED HOURS. intoxicating liquors. The great sgenn of this section to the 
the L section of the Act of 1840, upon Petherick v. Sargent 
any sO "pele was decided, deserves notice. The conclusion must be that 
not- NorwiTHsTaNnpine many decisions on the Licensing Acts of 1872 although magistrates may in : cases carefully 
ign and 1874, uniformity of practice in the inferior courts has not yet | ,.-ntinize the genuineness of the defence of “ pure gift,” and 
ined, and many points still remain in which doubt ma sal ai : 
the been attained, an y a ” Y | may under special circumstances feel bound to put in force the 
ador arise in regard to the rights and duties of persons affected by | implication of section 62 of the Licensing Act, 1872 (by which 
itor, the Acts. “‘ proof of fconsumption or intended consumption of intoxicati 
nali- These questions may be grouped into three divisions—those | liquors” on licensed premises “shall be evidence that su 
> be affecting the legal rights and duties of the landlord; those of | liquor was sold to the person consuming or being about to 
) the the lodger, bond fide traveller, and traveller by railroad while at | consume the same by or on behalf of the landlord ”’) neverthe- 
s of railway refreshment rooms ; and those of the guests of any of | less, wherever the magi are convinced that there was 
ut 's the foregoing classes of persons. “ st 4 which amounted to a selling” the landlord cannot be 
title I. Rights and duties of the landlord.—Notwithstanding a current, | convi of any offence against the Act. ‘ : 
or @ but (it is submitted) an ill-founded, opinion to the contrary, the On the other hand, it is to be noticed that notwithstanding 
rder ie of the earlier law that a landlord is entitled to mee (not sell) | the exemption contained in section 30 of the Act of 1874, a 
t a f ° fed hours is still in force, and the penalties | landlord be convicted under section 17 of the Act of 1872 ( 
it to ot & LCODSINg Acts apply solely 0 sales or intended Salon. | fi : Y go og to be Cc 1e¢ prem hougth 
he better opinion appears & se 5 of | it be carrie ends @ private enter: 2 ( 
sus- the Act of 1874, authorizing a landlord to entertain his private | men nO , he if his private friends play. 
the friends during prohibited hours, does not impair his wider | cards for money: Osborne v. Hare (10 J. P. 759). And again, 
g to privilege of the earlier law to give liquor to anyone. The | by what is judicially declared a “great anomaly,” he will 
and current assumption to the contrary is really based on the theory | be liable under 8 & 9 Viot. 0. 109, s. 13, for allowing persons to 
d by that the Licensing Acts of 1872 and 1874 profess to be a/| play on a public billiard e during prohibited hours, eve 
_ the complete code of the rights and duties of the landlord, and that | though the players be bond Ade lod renden Vv. 
t the consequently the rule expressio unius est exclusio alterius applies. | 40 J. FP. - this rule would presu' y apply to the . 
. for There is no express decision on the point, therefore there is | lord’s private friends as well as his lodgers. ee ska 
or & nothing but this obviously untenable theory to support the| It cannot be said, therefore, that the law has on this point 
or 8 current opinion. The history of the question is briefly as | attained to an ideal degree of simplicity and symmetry, even 
od th follows. though the landlord’s right to make gifts be wider than is com- 
tion, It was decided in 1862 that a landlord was legally entitled to | monly supposed. 
jeary give liquor as a pure gift and without anything which 2 
word “ amounted to a selling ’’ to any person during prohibited hours 
This, (Petherick v. Sargent 6 L. T. 48) and that he was not liable for 
mn to so doing under section 15 of 3 & 4 Vict. ¢. 61 (now repealed). REVIEWS. 
vided That section enacts that no person ‘‘ shall have or keep his house THE LAW OF PROPERTY. 
than open for the sale of beer or cider, nor shall sell or retail beer or| THz Law or Property, Incuupmve rvs NATURE, ORIGIN, AND 
; this cider, nor shall suffer any beer or cider to be drunk or con-| History. By Rzcrvatp A. Newson, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at- 
true sumed in or at such house” during prohibited hours. Notwith- | Law, Principal of the Law College and Fellow of the University of 
rane standing the dictum of Lord Oorzrmez, O.J., in Corbet vy. | Madras. Madras: Srinivasa, Varadachari, & Co; London: Sweet & 
ate Haigh (L. R. 5 0. P. D. 50) to the effect that the landlord | Maxwell (Limited). 
‘ding might have been held liable in that case for what was| The learned author of this work certainly carries his investigations 
over- admittedly a pure gift, it seems probable that the broader into the — S property sufficiently far back. The wri of 
t did exemption of Petherick v. Sargent may still be relied on by | Sit Henry Maine are modern ee © eee 
if the the landlord, inasmuch as section 30 of the Licensing Act, and his rap lr pier — ” to wit, the vorilla Pare ain oy 
rt of 1874, may be held to be only declaratory of the law in one | gurer dis reached in Part III. tains dahemenh of 
it - ee : ground is in , Wi con a 
Ce, particular case, and not by implication excluding the broader | the results of recent research into the history of property down to the 
ingly The be The gre aw t the ‘book ia Socped Pact IV. in which the 
is becomes more probable when it is considered that a o ook is Occ [V., in whi 
Tined contention was at one time raised that a conviction was valid | English law Sie ede, is dealt with, reference being ot ey 
44 under the 3rd section, which merely provides that licensed | *°. — on haar ape Mig a - A His 
lition houses should be closed during prohibited hours. But the | or “we herd rove 
4 ; . t, save the Bills of Sale Acts are under 
r re- court in Brigden v. Heighes (34 L..T. 242), shewed that the scr pcm ” ig and his style is clear. But in several 
—— : : : 4 property,” good, sty’ i ut 
g by closing referred to in the 3rd section meant closing for the | instances omitted to take note of recent legislation. In 
andor | objects defined in the 9th section. Otherwise a reductio ad | treating of conti t remainders (p. 235) he refers to 8 & 9 Vict. c. 
ich § absurdum would follow. A landlord requiring to open the door | 100, s. 8, by which contingent remainders are saved from destruction 
may for the purpose of leaving his house might be held liable to | in consequence of the forfeiture, surrender, or merger of the 
title punishment. The only provisions of /the Licensing Acts under | perticular estate, but he overlooks 40 & 41 Viet, o. 33, and says that 
e the which the landlord could possibly incur liability for giving away sage ogg’ - per sbangye te be ng the aipecsn ation a 
the liquor during prohibited hours are therefore contained in section | $0) ‘he wives the nos: ahi ea 
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by the Act of 1888, but the Act of 
1891 is quite ignored. Ind at p. 313 it is said expressly that 
devises of land to charitable purposes are void. And it should have 
been pointed out that Thellusson’s Act requires to be read in 
connection with the Accumulations Act, 1892. Biology may be of 
importance with respect to the origin of property, and there may be 
examiners who expect students to balance the views of McLennan 
and Lubbock on the question of promiscuity against the more 
— views of the author, who, in a sentence of somewhat doubt- 

grammar (p. 32), credits early man and also the great apes with 
being either polygamous or monogamous, but we incline to think that 


enacted without material chan 


the ordinary examiner is keener upon sound views of the most recent | 


Acts. As the work—to quote from the preface—‘‘is primarily 
designed for the use of students of the English Law of Real and 
Personal Property,” these errors should not have been made. While, 
however, it is proper to call attention to them, it must be remembered 
that the hook bas been written and printed in India, and the 
omissions are capable of easy correction in a subsequent edition. The 
book asa whole is an able and scholarly production, and we have 
read it with interest, 


INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAw. By Sir WittiAM Henry Rartri- 
GAN, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, Vice-Chancellor of the University 
of the Panjab. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Sir William Rattigan’s aim in the present work has been to pro- 
duce a text-book more suited to the wants of law students, especially 
of students studying for a law degree at some one of the Indian 
universities, than the existing treatises. The first chapter, which 
treats of the growth and general theory of private international law, 
is —— the least successful part of the book. For its proper 
understanding it requires a knowledge of the subject which no one 
but an expert would possess, and it is too difficult to form a satis- 
factory introduction to a work which professes to be elementary. 
The second chapter, on nationality and Somicil, presents more prac- 
tical matter for discussion. The conditions which determine nation- 
ry & and domicil respectively are well stated, and prominence is given 
to the difference of opinion as to which qualification should govern 
questions of status ; nations subject to the French Civil Code, or some 
Se oe a of it, adhering to nationality as the determinant principle 
for both political and civil status, while Prussia, England, and the 
United States adopt the principle of domicil. The same subject is 
continued in the next chapter in connection with the capacity 
to contract. Upon this point there is a well-known dispute 
as to whether the ag should depend on the law of the 
— of contract or on the law of the domicil. In Sottomayor v. 

Barros (3 P. D., p. 5) the Court of Appeal uttered a dictum in 
favour of the law of domicil, and Sir William Rattigan observes 
that this will probably be followed by all courts of first inetance. 
It has in fact been followed by Stirling, J., in Re Cooke’s Trusts (56 
L. J. Ch. 637). It is to be remembered, however, that Sottomayor v. 
De Barros related only to capacity to enter into a contract of mar- 
riage, a matter which rests upon special considerations; and it was 
admitted in the House of Lords in Cooper v. Cooper (13 App. Cas. 88) 
that the question was not finally settled. The subject of contract is 
further considered in chapter V. The House of Lords has decided, in 
Hemlyn v. Talisker Distillery (1894, App. Cas. 202), that the law 
which is to govern the construction of the contract and to determine 
the rights arising out of it depends on the intention of the parties, 
and in view of this decision it is unnecessary to determine between 
different laws—the lex loci contractus, the lex loci solutionis, &c.— 
which have been suggested as applicable by different writers. 
But in other aspects, as, for instance, in respect of the law 
governing the formalities of 2ontracts, the subject requires to be dis- 
cussed, and Sir William Rattigan does so ca, and clearly. 
The last chapter deals with procedure, and prominence is naturally 

‘aridkote (1894 ; A. C. 670), in which the Privy Council decided that 

rsonal actions can be brought only in the courts of the country 
where the defendant resides, not in the courts of the country where 
the cause of action arose. The above are some of the topics with 
which Sir William Rattigan deals. His work forms a valuable con- 
tribution to the study of private international law, and will be accept - 
able, not only to students, but to all who are interested in the 


subject. 





ELECTION LAW. 


Rogers on Execrions. Vou. II. PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS 
AND PETITIONS, WITH APPENDICES OF STATUTES, RULES, AND 
Forms. SEyENTEENTH Epirion. By 8. H. Day, Esq., Barris- 
ter-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A book that has stood the test of sixteen editions, several being 
-mnder the present editorship, hardly needs any review other than a 


ven to the recent case of Sirdar Gurdyal Singh v. Rajah of 





notice of its appearance. 
seventeenth edition is issued, and, as might be expected, itis as com. 
plete as its predecessors, and as up to date. It can hardly be that , — 
General Election can pass without allegations of corrupt or illegal 
ractices on one side or the other, and doubtless some election agents 
ve hastened to procure the very latest edition in the hope of un- 
seating the successful politician. The law as to undue influence hag 
been extensively illustrated of late years, especially in the sister igle, 
and the dicta of the Irish judges will afford a useful guide, Ij 
should be mentioned that the Corrupt and Illegal Practices Preven. 
tion Act, 1895, which only received the royal sanction on the 6th of 
this month, is to be found on p. 626a; that the reports of the Com. 
mittee as to vacating of seats upon succession to the peerage, (20th of 
May, 1895), and as to the succession to the Earldom of Selborng 
(2ist of May, 1895), are both in the book; and that several fag. 
similes of voting papers, with the adjudications upon them, are 
given. The editor has again been assisted in the preparation of this 
edition by Mr. C. Willoughby Williams, of Lincoln’s-inn. 


SETTLEMENT AND REMOVAL OF PAUPERS. 


THe Law OF SETTLEMENT AND REMOVAL OF PAUPERS. By A. F, 
Vutuiamy, Solicitor and Clerk to the Guardians of the Ipswich 
Union. Knight & Co. 


Mr. Vulliamy deserves great credit for having produced a book 
which is perhaps the most concise of all that deal with his subject, 
a book that can be commended to removal officers, clerks of guardians, 
and clerks of magistrates. The struggle for conciseness has been a 
severe that it has occasionally, but not often, given rise to an 
awkwardness of expression which approaches obscurity. The maig 
part of the book occupies 152 pages, and then comes an appendix 
containing statutes, a list of iy es and poorhouses in Scotland, and 
a list of unions in Ireland. The indices of statutes and cases are a) 
the end instead of the beginning, which latter, as experience has” 
shewn, is the most convenient. 

The author asks that his readers should acquaint him with any 
defects, and we may, therefore say that there are some repetitions 
which might have been avoided, and, in particular, some which seem 
to be caused by the rather illogical arrangement of separating “ irre- 
movability ” from ‘ orders of removal” by the chapters on acquiri 
a settlement, which they should both follow. Again, there is nos 
thing as settlement by estoppel, and although the author has invented 
this division as a matter of convenience (which it occasionally may 
be), itis well always to adhere to the rule that what is scientifically 
wrong cannot in the oy, Sete be practically right. As a point of 
arrangement it would be better to have a separate chapter on evi- 
dence, much of which is to be found under “ appeals from orders of 
removal,” and also scattered through the book, and under this new 
chapter ‘‘ estoppel ’’ would naturally find its place. It is not neces 
sary to create an estoppel that an order of removal should be acted 
upon. It is sufficient if it is not abandoned. It is hardly n 
in a book like the present to set out the obsolete law on settlement by 
serving an office and by hiring and service. 

Apart from professional interests, there is something to regret in 
the growth of this voluminous and expensive case law, and thereis 
much to be said for the proposal to refer all disputes as to settle- 
ments, as far as regards e parishes concerned, to the Local 
Government Board, who might well decide or less than full legal 
evidence. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Law relating to Building Societies, with Appendices, contain- 
the Statutes, vate oa Act of Sederunt, and Precedents of Rules 
and Assurances. By EpwarpD ALBERT WURTZBURG, Barrister-at- 
Law. Third Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Statutes of Practical Utility, arranged in Alphabetical and 
Chronological Order, with Notes and Indexes. Being the Fifth 
Edition of Chitty’s Statutes. By J. M. Lxety, Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. X.—‘ Property and Income Tax” to “ Religious Worship.” 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Selden Society. Select Pleas in the Court of Admiralty. Vol. 1 
—The Court of the Admiralty of the West (a.p. 1390-1404) and the 
High Court of Admiralty (a.p. 1527-1545). Edited for the Selden 
Society by ReamnatpD G. MarspEN. Bernard Quaritch. 





It is noteworthy, says the St. James’s Gazette, that no will disposing of & 
million in personal estate has been reported since the Finance Act 0 
1894 came into operation. The principle that the person who buys one 
pound of tea ought to pay more in duty than two ms who buy half 
a pound each does not seem to find favour, camastaliy hen the buyer of 
the pound packet has half a dozen children and the other two : 
have none. And this is in effect the principle which Sir William 
court laid down. be 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 

COSTS OF SOLICITOR-MORTGAGEES. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,— Your excellent article in this week’s issue on the new Act 
omits to touch on a point which is of considerable public importance. 
Does the Act go so far as to enable a solicitor-trustee who advances 
trust moneys to charge the usual costs ? 
The Act certainly seems to imply as much, but does not the old 
and very desirable rule that a trustee may not make a profit out of 

his own trust step in the way ? 8. & C. 
London, July 24. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF CoURT. 
Friday, the 19th day of July, 1895. 


f Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice 
Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 

igned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North and Mr. Justice 
Stinking should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be tran- 
ferred to Mr. Justice Romer; Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth 
in the schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. 
Justice Romer, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be 
marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn 
up by the 7 oy and set up in the several offices of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
1895. 


Patrick v Forster 1893 P 1,909 May 8 

In re Griffiths Griffiths v Jones 1894 G 2,135 May 14 

Wildman v Kitchen 1895 W 156 May 16 

Trowell v Round, Green, & Co 1894 T 2,045 May 16 

Dear v Eeles 1894 D 694 May 18 

Charles v Butson 1894 C 4,374 May 18 

Clifford v Phillips 1895 C 335 May 20 

Jacob v Bristol & Clifton Permanent Building Soc 1894 J 628 
May 20 

Lord Wimborne v Bargoed Coal Co, ld 1893 W 3,117 May 21 

Maxwell v School Board for London 1894 M 3,243 May 24 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 


From Mr. Justice Norra. 
1895. 
Moysey v Durham 1895 M 735 May1li 
Haxell v Haxell 1895 A733 May 16 


Taylor v Newcombe 1895 T 144 May 16 
Coate v Churchill 1894 C 3,438 May 18 
Jones v Roberts 1894 J 1,337 May 20 

Cobb v Stringer 1895 C 141 May 22 

The Farmers’ & Cleveland Dairies Co ld v Watson 


May 22 
Attorney-General v Stone 1895 A 402 May 24 
B 329 May 30 


Dey v Baber 1895 D 145 May28 

Brinsmead & Sons v Brinsmead 1895 

Corrall vy Pearce 1894 © 2,434 Juneé 

— v Vestry of Parish of St. Leonard, Shoreditch 1894 C 2,436 
une 5 

Chandler v Chandler 1895 C 337 June6 


Bartlett v Horace Marshall & Son 1894 B 5,417 June 7 
Inre Davidson Forbesv Ingram 1893 D 282 June8 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
1895, 


Dawson v Baker 1895 D 554 May 23 

Tibbatts vy Boulter 1895 T 69 May 24 

Lister vCreagh 1894 L 1,435 May 24 

sy v Anglo-Italian Hemp Spinning Co. ld 1894 L 2,880 
une 6 


1893 F 2,062 









































































List of the thirty actions transferred to Mr. Justice Romer, placed in 
the order in which they appear in the cause book :— 





Patrick v Forster The Farmers and Uleveland Dairics 
Re Griffiths Griffiths v Jones Co (Limited) vy Wateon 
Wildman v Kitchen Dawson ¥ 
an cm ey Maxwell v School Board for London 
v Round, Green, & Co Attorney-General v Stone 
Haxell v Haxell Tibbatts v Boulter 
Taylor v Newcombe Lister v Creagh 
Dear v Eeles oe 
Charles v Butson & Sons v Brinsmead 
Coate v Churcbill Corrall v Pearce 
oe Corrall v Vestry of Parish of St. 
Jacob v Bristol and Clifton Per- Leonard, Shoreditch 
manent Building Society Chandler v Chandler 
a aii Bartlett v Horace Marshall 
Lord borne v Bargoed Lynde v A Italian Hemp Spin- 
a (tesla) ” 
Cobb v S v 








Orpvgr or Court. 
Thureday, the 18th day of July, 1895. 
I, Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby transfer the action mentioned in the schedule hereto to 
the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicn (1895—G.—No, 1097). 


Between David Gulland (on behalf of himself and the other debenture- 
holders of the defendant company), Plaintiff, and the Hotel Press, 
Limited, Defendant. Hatssvry, 0. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BOWER & CO. v. HETT—No. 1, 23rd July. 


Banxrvurtcy— Execurron—Mowszy par ‘‘ Unnrgr an Execution '’—‘' To 
avor Satz’’—Suerrrvr not iN Posssssion—Payment to Sueuirr py 
Srrancsr—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 11, sun- 
SECTION 2. , 

Appeal from the Queen’s Bench Divisin (Lord Ruesell, O.J., and 
Charles, J.), reversing the ¥ it of the county court judge of Hull 
(reported ante, P. 486, 43 W. R. 557). The plaintiffs, on the 28th of 
September, 1894, recovered judgment in the Brigg County Court against 
one Denton for £23 15s. 8d., and on the 29th of September a warrant of 
execution was delivered to tho Aetoiet, he ee ee ry Brigg 





Bagnall vy Bagnall 1895 B 52 June6 
Hatssvry, C. 
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could not get rid of the obligation to pay it over to the execution creditors 
unless section 11, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, applied. 
The conditions precedent to the application of that sub-section were that 
the money must have been paid ‘‘ under an execution ’’ and “‘ to avoid 
eale.’”” The money here was not paid to the defendant under an execu- 
tion because there was no execution in at the time. Nor was it paid to 
avoid a sale, as the defé Do ion, and was not pro- 
ceeding to sell. It W avoid a seizure. erefore the section did 

apply, an @ defendant was bound to pay the money to the 
plaintiffs 


Kay, L.J., concurred. He desired to reserve his opinion upon the 
t whether, if money was under an execution and to avoid a sale, 
irmust be the money of the judgment Webtor. “The section did HOt sate 
ey it mus ; and, as it was not necessary to decide the point, 

he reserved his opinion upon it. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., concurred.—Covunsgt, Cyril Dodd, Q.C.; Montague 
Lush and Sidney Clarke. Soxscrrors, Collyer- Bristow ¢ Co., for Laverack § 
Son, Hull; Oldman, Clabburn, § Co., for C. B. Gresham, Hull. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


ALLEN v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL—No. 2, 22nd July. 


Marrororis—‘‘ Street, Pracs, on Row or Hovses”’ 1x wuicu Buriipine 
SITUATE—DETERMINATION OF —SUPERINTENDING ARCHITECT—MAGISTRATE— 
Merropo.is Loca, Manacement Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102), 8. 75. 


Appeal of the plaintiffs from a decision of the Divisional Court upon 
a special case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. The plaintiffs, in 
November, 1894, began to erect four shops and houses upon land at the 
corner of Birchington-road and Kilburn High-road, with a frontage of 
22 feet to Kilburn High-road and 58 feet to Birchington-road. The 
front to Birchington-road extended 16 feet beyond the general line of 
buildings fixed by the superintending architect of the London County 
Council. The architect’s certificate stated that the main fronts of the 
buildings in a certain row of houses formed the general line of buildings 
on the north-western side of Birchington-road, ‘‘in which road the 
building in question is situate.’’ Section 75 of the Metropolis Manage- 
ment Act 1362, provides that ‘‘ no building, structure, or erection shall, 
Without the consent in writing of the Metropolitan Board of Works [now 
the London County Council], be erected beyond the general line of 
buildings in any street, place, or row of houses in which the same is 
situate, . . . such general line to decided _by the superintending 
tect.” The magistrate ordered the demolition of the building in 
uestion so far as it projected beyond the line, and the Divisional Court 
(Wills and Wright, JJ.) affirmed that decision, their lordships being of 
opinion that the certificate had determined that the building was situate 
in Birchington-road, and also, upon the authority of London County Council 
v. Cross (66 L. T. N. 8. 731, 40 W. R. Dig. 148), that that decision of the 
architect was binding on the magistrate. The plaintiffs appealed, and 
contended, among other things, that under section 75 it was the function 
of the magistrate, not of the architect, to decide whether the house was 
situate in Birchington-road. 
Tue Covrt (Lixpiey, Lorgs, and Riesy, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linvizsy, L.J., after stating that in his opinion the certificate did 
decide that the plaintiffs’ house was situate in Birchington-road, said: 
The following circumstances must coexist in order to justify an order for 
demolition under section 75, viz.:—(1) There must be a building, struc- 
ture, or erection of some sort. (2) That building, structure, or erection 
must be erected with,the written consent of the Metropolitan Board of 
Works (or now of the County Council). (3) That building, structure, 
or erection must be in some street, place, or row of houses. (4) That 
street, place, or row of houses must have a general line of building. (5) 
This line of building—i.c., the line of building of the street, place, or 
row of houres in which the building complained of is situate—must be 
decided by the superintending architect appointed by the Metropolitan 
Board of Works (or now by the County Council). (6) Lastly, the build- 
ing, structure, or erection must be erected beyond the line so decided. 
at is left to the decision of the architect is the existence and exact 
= of the general line of building of the street, place, or row of 
(if any) in which the building, &c., complained of has been 
- Incase of ae ang the magistrate must decide all the other matters 
referred to—¢.g., whether the building, &c., complained of is one to which 
rection 75 applies, especially having regard to section 74; whether the 
neceseary consent has been given ; whether the building, &c., is in a street, 
place, or row of houses, ‘‘ street’ being interpreted as directed in section 
112; whether the building, &c., has been erected beyond the general line 
of building for that street. &c., as decided by the superintending architect. 
Such is, in my opinion, the true construction of the section, and of the 
decision in Spackman v. Plumstead Board of Works (33 W.R. 661, 10 App. 
Cas. 229), which set at rest the doubt whether the magistrate could 
review the architect's decision as to the general line of building. So far 
the interprettion of the statute is reasonably plain. But then it is said 
that the ae still remains, who is to determine whether the building 
complained of is in the particular street, place, or row of houses to which 
the architect’s certificate isapplicable. This is the point on which Lords 
Wateon and Bramwell differed in Barlow v. Vestry of St. Mary Abbotts (34 
W. R. 521, 11 App. Cas. 257). A careful perusal of Lord Herschell’s 


judgment has led me to the conclusion that he agreed with Lord Watson, 
and that Lord Fitzgerald took the same view. There is much to be said 
for thie interpretation of the Act; for, the object of the Act being to 

lines of building, the architect, rather than the magistrate, seems 
naturally to be the person to say to what line of building a particular 
house should conform. The general line of building which the architect 
is to decide is “‘ such general line,” and by “‘ such’ 


is meant the general 











line for the street, &c., in which the house in question is. The 


architect 
might no doubt assume, without deciding, that the building complaineg 


of was in a particular street, place, or row of houses, and simply certify 
the general line of buildings of that street, &c., leaving the trate 
to determine whether after all the building was in the street, &., to 
which the certificate applied. But this would be to deprive the architect's 
certificate of half its value, and the interpretation which leaves him tg 
decide what building line is to be conformed to seems to be preferable to 
an interpretation which leaves that question to the magistrate. For these 
reasons, and thinking, as I do, that this view of the section is more in con. 
formity with the decision of the House of Lords in Barlow’s case than the 
interpretation contended for by the appellants, I have come to the con. 
clusion that this appeal ought to be dismissed, The architect’s certificate 
here, taken with the plan, supplies the omission which led to the decision 
in Barlow's case, and does certifiy, with sufficient clearness, that the appel- 
lants’ house is not only in Birchington-road, but is in the row of houses 
the building line of which is defined. 

Lorgs and Ricry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, Channell, Q.C., and Mac. 
morran ; Horace Avory, and F. F. Daldy. Soxscrrors, Last ¢ Sons; W. A, 
Blaxland. 

(Reported by Arno.p Gioves, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WARD v. MONAGHAN—No. 2, 18th July. 


Covenant—Liqumatep Damaces—PsgNnaLty —Pusiic-HoUsE—STIPULATION 
THAT TENANT ON CONVICTION FOR ANY OFFENCE UNDER THE LICENSING 
AcTs SHOULD THEREUPON PAY £50 By way or LiquipaTep Damacgs. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord Rus- 
sell, C.J., and Charles, J.) reversing the decision of the county court 
judge at Blackburn, who had decided in favour of Monaghan, the defend- 
ant in the action. The facts were these: In October, 1894, W. Ward, as 
manager of a brewery company, entered into an agreement with 
Monaghan, by which he to let to him from the 13th of September 
following for one year, and after that date from year to year, a beer- 
house known as The Hornby’s Arms, Blackburn. The material covenant 
in the lease was as follows: ‘‘ And [the lessee] also will not carry on or 
suffer to be carried on upon any part of the said premises any trade or 
business other than the business of an innkeeper or beer retailer. And 
will not do or suffer to be done on the premises or elsewhere, or omit or 
suffer to be omitted, any act contrary to the provisions of any licensing 
Act for the time being in force whereupon a conviction shall be made 
before a court of sum jurisdiction or otherwise, and will in that 
event immediately after conviction pay to the lessor the sum of £50 as 
and by way of liquidated damages for any and every such act, and that 
every such sum shall be recoverable by action at law or by distress upon 
the premises, as for rent in arrear on a common demise in the same 
manner as the rent hereby reserved, and shall not in any way abridge, 
diminish, or otherwise prejudice the lessee’s claim to damages for any 
breach of the covenant next hereinafter contained. And also will not do 
or suffer to be done on the premises or elsewhere, or omit or suffer to be 
omitted any act whereby the licences necessary for using the said premises 
as a public-house may be forfeited, suspended, or the renewal thereof with- 
held.’’ In September Monaghan duly took over possession of the public- 
house, but in December gave notice to quit in the following March, which 
notice was accepted by his landlord. In the meantime, in January, he was 
convicted of having sold beer to certain customers during prohibited hours, 
and incurred a nominal fine. The conviction was not endorsed on the 
licence. His landlord thereupon claimed £50 under the covenant, and the 
county court judge decided against the claim, on the ground that such 
a covenant was too large, and was in fact a penalty, and adjudged 
the plaintiff instead £5 by way of damages. From that decision Ward 
appealed to the Divisional Court, who allowed the appeal (ani, 

). The case now came before the Court of Appeal. For 
the a. Monaghan (‘the lessee), it was submitted that 
the £50 was made payable ‘‘in respect of non-performance of any of 
several matters of varying importance,’’ for although the event on which 
it was made payable was “ conviction,’’ yet the sum was then to be paid 
“ by way of liquidated dumuges’’ for doing the ‘‘act’’ upon which the 
conviction was founded. Under the clause, therefore, if construed 
literally, the sum of £50 might be payable in respect of the breach of any of 
the numerous provisions of the Licensing Acts, the breach of some of 
which might be punished as in this case, by a nominal fine, whilst for 
others a fine of £100 might be inflicted. £50 was tov large a sum to be 
given as for such an offence as that committed by the appellant, 
and in fact the county court age ae assessed the real damage at £5. 
It was really a penalty, and its c ter was not altered the attempt 
of the parties to describe it as ‘‘ liquidated damages.”’ he following 
cases were cited: Astley v. Weldon (2 B. & P. 346), K v. Farren § 
Bing. 141), Wailis v. Smith (21 Ch. D. 243), Davies v. Penton (6 B. & O. 
216), Horner ¥. Flinto . & W. 678), Magee v. Lavell (L. RB. 9 0. P. 
107), Re Newman (4 Ch. D. 724), — v. Ii wd of Redditch (1892, 1 
Q. B. 127), and Dickson v. Lough (18 L. R. Ir. 518). 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lorss, and Ricsy, L.JJ.), dismissed the appeal 
without calling upon the respondent. 


Lrxvtey, L.J.,; in delivering judgment, said that the law relating to 
‘* liquidated damages or penalty’’ was difficult of application in certain 
cases, but in this case there was, in his opinion, no difficulty at 
all. [His lordship stated the facts of the case and read the covenants in 
the lease, and continued :—] Upon the true construction of the docu- 
ment the sum of £50 was payable only after conviction for a breach of any 
of the provisions of the Licensing Acts. It was not payable for breach of 


. 


the covenant to pay rent or for the breach of any covenant to pay & a 
liquidated ‘sum. tt the 


was only payable after a conviction under 
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This case was, therefore, well within the line drawn 
which his 
lordship had stated, he knew of no principle or authority which prevented 

as a covenant to 
pay liquidated damages. The appeal must therefore be dismissed with 
costs. 


icensing Acts. 
ieee iquidated damages and a penalty. On the 


acovenant of the present kind from construed 


Lorzs, L.J., said that the first thing was to look at the intention as 
The only case in which the sum of £50 was 
payable was in the event of a conviction under the Licensing Acts. _The 

such as Law v._Local 
was payable on 


e sd in the document. 
canon of construction laid down in the authorities 
Sard of Readius? (ubi supra), was that if a sum of mone 
he happening of one event {hd one event only, and was expressed to be 


sayable by way of liquidated damages, that sum was payable by way of 
qiidared Uaniapes, and Ot DY way penaily. tis lord hip had no 


Joubt but that that was the Intention of the 
0 

on the decision of the court below was right, and must be affirmed. 
Ricsy, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounsgL, Frank New- 

bolt; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Thomas Terrell. Soxtcrrons, Pritchard, 

Englefield, § Co., for R. Riley, Blackburn; F. J. Thairlwall, for Ainsworth, 

Sanderson, § Howson, Blackburn. 


{Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ISAAC JONES AND THE JUDGMENTS ACT, 1864—Chitty, J., 23rd 


and 24th July. 

Practice—EaquiTaBLe Exrcution — APporntMENT oF RecarIveR—REvER- 
SIONARY INTEREST IN Reat Estate—Sarze—Jupoments Act, 1864 (27 & 
28 Vicr. c. 112). 

Petition. On the 26th of February, 1895, the petitioner signed 


judgment against the respondent for £445 in an action of Barnett 
v. Jones in the Queen’s Bench Division. 








7) shire. On the Idth of March, I895, this order was red 
under the Land Cha istration Searches Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vict c. 51). e on as or inquiries unt due under 
the judgment, as to the respondent’s interests which had been delivered in 
execution by the appointment of the receiver, and as to any incumbrances 


thereon ; that the receiver might pay the amount due and in default that 
interests might be sold and the p uted to the petitioner 
: pear el 


pe Re Cooper (37 W. RB. 330), but 
attention to a passage in Hamilton (34 W. R. 203, 31 Ch. D. 291, 
294), where Lindley, L.J., sa at an estate in remainder could not be 
delivered in execution by the sheriff, and a court of equity could not 
‘during the continuance of the life estate deliver it in execution by the 
appointment of a receiver. Section 1 of the Judgments Act, 1864, 
provides that no judgment shall affect any land (of whatever tenure) until 
such land shall have been actually delivered in execution by virtue of a 
writ of e/egit or other lawful authority in pursuance of such j t. 
Currry, J., said the object of the application in Re Hamilton was to 
obtain a charge on estates tail in remainder belonging to two infants, and 
the court held it had no jurisdiction to create such charge. In giving 
judgment Lindley, L.J., had made the remarks above stated. But in the 
case before him Wright, J., had appointed a receiver by way of equitable 
execution, such order having been made in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
, Where the judgment was obtained. There had been no appeal from this 
order, which had been duly obtained. The result was that there had been 
a delivery in execution within the Judgments Act, 1864. It was hardly neces- 
sary to go through the authorities, but his lordship might refer to Angl- 
Italian Bank v. Davies (27 W . R. 3,9 Ch. D.275, 283), whereJessel, M.R., stated 
that it had been decided that ‘‘ actually delivered in execution’’ meant 
) the same thing as “‘ delivered in execution.”” His lordship added to that 
statement that the sheriff not only did not deliver actual ion, but 
only what was termed legal possese Hé did not pu man in pos- 
: ts 


iaa 








titione: on 























essiON (866 Chitty’s Arc. » 386). 
1864, were not aware of what the course of practice on elegit really was. 
The execution creditor might take possession often better to 






n he same » M.K., 
awful authority ’’ as referring to a court deliv 
in equitable execution by the appointment of a receiver as decided in 





| Hatton v. Haywood (22 W. R. 356, L. R. 9 Ch. 229), and pointed out that 


the Judicature Act had rendered that mode of execution more available. 
In Hatton v. Haywood (at p. 233) Lord Selborne discussed the Judg- 
ments Act, 1864, and pointed out that by section 2 the word “land” 
included “‘all hereditaments corporeal or in or any interest 
therein.” On the terms of the Act the word “interest”? meant any 
interest whether it could or could not be taken under an elegit. The 
sheriff under the former law could deliver a reversion but not a 
Fe a 
very in execution must be understood, havin to the sub 
matter. It was in accordance with this pine we Hood gd 
Catheart (43 W. R. 586) North, J., said he could find no limita- 
tion of the term “‘land.’’ In that case there had been no appoint- 
ment of a receiver by way of equitable execution. 





es in this case. He 
ght, therefore, that the case was clearly within the authorities, and 





Painton. (43 W. R. 163; 1895, 1 Q. B. 204) the Court of Appeal had con- 
sidered the effect of the appointment. of a receiver by way of equitable 


execution of an equitable re’ interest in the of sale of 
copyholds, and Lord Halsbury, in the of uestiey ana Smith, 
an 


L.JJ., said that it was the os when elegit could not be 
issued. Lindley, L.J., said he had looked at the authorities but could not 
find that the Court of Chau bet come speceren. © Meta: Ss 
equitable reversionary interest. was this ty, that during the 


life of the tenant for life there would be nothing for the y 
But he did not think this was a fatal objection, and he thought that if it 
world have applied  seeclver af on equiiuhio tension inteaant, 3 

ve ap a ver of an eq’ e 
thought there was jurisdiction to do so. His lordship understood the 
remarks of Lindley, LJ., not as departing from what he said in Re 
Hamilton, but as clearly shewing that a receiver could be appointed of an 
equitable reversionary interest. The in Re Hamilton was not 
therefore sufficient ground for refusing to the order asked for on the 
petition.—Counset, G. E. Cruickshank. So.icrron, Richard White, for 
David Seline, Swansea. 

[Reported by G. Row.axp Axsroy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re FOVEAUX’S ESTATE, CROSS v. THE LONDON ANTI-VIVISECTION 
SOCIETY—Chitty, J., 11th, 16th, 23rd July. 
Cuarrry—CuArtTasBLe Purrposss—Anti-vivisgction Socisty—LNTENTION TO 
Bensgrir tHe Communtry. 


A testatrix having power to a t a sum of £6,000 for charitable 
ictoria-street 


P , appointed (inter alia) apiece to ‘ the V joined 
with the International Society for the Total Su of Vivisection,’’ 
“The London Anti-vivi Society, 


-street,’’ and “The 
Scottish Society for the Total Suppression of Ma spe on Page “te 
e executors took out a summons to determine € se 

es wore Charities, 3 nt 
















ya ee Hosp nd othe) n 
argument between the above societies and the charities entitled in de- 
fault having occupied the greater portion of two days, judgment was 


reserved. 

Currry, J., said the object of the societies was the total suppression of 
the practice of vivisection. In determining the question of charity the 
court did not enter into the merits of the controversy between the sup- 
porters and opponents of that practice. It stood neutral. Humane men 
and women of a high order of in and education were found on 
either side. One side with the Act of Parliament (39 & 40 Vict. c. 77) in 
their favour held that the practice was justifiable, and tended to promote 
the welfare of the human race ant gies of the lower animals in general. 
On the other hand the anti-vivisectionists held the practice utterly 


unjustifiable. Their object included the repeal of the Act, and 
the suppression of what they considered a cruel and immoral prac- 
tice. he element of morality and the im t of morality 


from their point of view must be taken to be 
Now charity in law wa highly technic 






, e xtenc 
trict would . In The Income Tax Commissioners v. Pemsel (1891 ; 
A. ©. 531), Lord Macnaghten said that charity in its legal sense 


four principal divisions—i.e., trusts for the relief of poverty, advancement 
of education, advancement _of and 

omm co’ a ral @ narrow = 
¢.g., advancement of had not been confined to advancement of t 
tenets of the Established Church. In Thornton v. Howe (10 W. R. 642, 
31 Beav. 14), Sir John Romilly held a trust for the publication of the / 


works of Joanna Southcott a valid charity. He found that her works 
were not immoral or subversive of , and although he found in 
them much that was foolish, he they were written with a view 
to extend the influence of Christianity—i ¢., the advancement of ti 
This was the ground of his decision. He did t 
on him to sa: tas selgien Vane ee ee ee ek 
advanced. He looked to the of the 

** relief of poverty.”” Dole were formerly in favour, 
tendency to pauperize was objected to. Yet a dole charity created at 
present day would be a valid charity. ae then 

cases of Re Douglas, Obert v. Barrow (35 W 35 

Armstrong v. Reeves (L. R. a D. 325), and many other authorities 


i 
E 
gE 
gF 
Hl 


F 
s 


. of 
e defendant societies and no express au! 
principle, if a society for the prevention of 
charitable society it would seem to follow that an institution for the 
ention of a ular form of cruelty was also charitable. It t 
be truly said thet the infliction of ustifiable pain was not cruelty. 
question of what was or was not justifiable was a question of morals on 
which men’s minds might , and did in fact, differ. Cruelty 


In Hatton v. Haywood (at p. 236) James, LJ., said this | The 





In Zyrreli v.! 
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charities.—Covunse., Farwell, Q.C., and W. Freeman; W. D. Rawlins; H. 
Fellowes. Soxicrrons, King § McMillin ; F. Cotton; Hyde, Tandy, Mahon, 
$ Sayer. 


{Reported by G. Rowianp Austow, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE STANDARD GOLD MINING CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan William», J., 
17th July. 


Company—Winpinc-vr Practice—Aprptiication To Inspgct Fixe or Pro- 
cEgDiIncs—Companigs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 115—GuneraL 
Orper, Novemper, 1862, onper 58—Companres (WinpING-uP) Rvxzs, 
Aprriz, 1892, rr. 11 ann 32. 


A summons was taken out by a contributory and late director of the 
above-named company which was being wouud up by the court for an 


order that the applicant, his solicitors or agents might be at liberty to 
] S of the company, and in particular the 
d ons Of certain named persons taken under eection 115 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, and to take copies of, or extracts from, the same or 
any part thereof, or in the alternative for a declaration that the said 
depositions were upon and formed part of the file of proceedings of the 
company under rules 11 and 32 of the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 
April, 1892, and that the applicant was entitled to inspect and take copies 
of or extracts from the same. An order was made on the 25th of April, | 
1895, dism: the summons. § Was & motion to discharge the order 
%. Rule provides tha petitions, a 
vits, summonses, Orders, proofs, notices, depositions, bill of costs, and 
other proceedings in the High Court in a winding up matter to which 
these rules apply shall be kept and remain upon record in the office of the 
registrar in one continuous file, and no proceeding in any winding up 
matter to which these rules apply shall, from and after the commence- 
ment of these rules, be filed in the Central Office.’’ Rule 32 provides that 
** every person who has been a director or officer of a company which is 
being wound teh” and every duly authorised officer of the Board of Trade, 
shall be entitled, free of charge, and every contributory and every creditor 
whose claim or proof has been admitted, shall be entitled on payment of 
a fee of one shilling, at all reasonable times, to inspect the file of proceed- 
ings (whether in the High Court or any other court), and to take copies | 
or éxtracts from any documents therein, or to be furnished with such 
copies or extracts at a rate not exceeding fourpence per folio of seventy-two 
words.’? A misfeasance summons had 



































Ww, D 
his full Teave, and the misfeasance summons had only been taken out 
against the present applicant. The_appli had _ been 
examined und i of the 1862. The depositions 
m filed on a supplemental file kept for the purpose instead 

of on the ordinary file. 

Vaveuan Wits, J., said that he must decide the case according to 
the words of the Rules of April, 1892, and that the applicant had a right 
to inspect and take copies of the deposition which he should treat as being 
on the file. In the course of his judgment his lordship said that it had 
first been urged that there was no right to inspect, and, secondly, whether 
there was such a right or not, he ought, in his discretion, to give leave to 
inspect and take copies. Depositions taken under section 115 weze really 
taken in accordance with a practice which arose in the last century. It 
was a practice in bankruptcy. Examinations in bankruptcy were made 

[tor the purpose of informing the court, and was not a “‘ proceeding.’’ 
The d tions were not evidence against a deponent, though they could 
be used in subsequent judicial proceedings for the purposes of cross- 
examination. Section 96 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and section 27 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, were the basis of section 115 of the Companies 
Act, 1862. The rights in respect of section 115 were more or less dealt 
with in the General Order of November, 1862 (order 58). So far as 
jw oma d was concerned, the matter was governed by the Bankruptcy 
Rules. e decisions in bankruptcy were Ez parte Pratt (31 W. R. 187, 
21 Ch. D. 439) and Zz a Begli (1894, 2 Q. B. 135). In Ex parte 
Pratt Bir George Jessel said that the registrar must have known 
that he had a discretion, and that he could not have intended 
to say that it was a matter of right. He also said: ‘The regis- 
trar could not have meant to say that the furnishing a copy of the 

was a matter of strict right; he can only have meant that, 

under the circumstances, the respondent was entitled to have the 
copy. I cannot see any reason why he should not have a copy of 
that which he has himself sworn.’’ It seemed, therefore, that in that 
case the court held that there was no absolute right, but that it was ouly 
a matter of discretion. The matter was again discussed in Er parte Beall. 
Davey, L.J., said: ‘‘The depositions were taken by the court at the 
instance of the official receiver, and were taken down by a shorthand writer, 
who was sworn, and who thereby became the agent of the court. They 
were, in fact, taken by the court itself for the purpose.of the proceedings 
in the bankruptcy. Why they should not be placed on the file like any 
proceedings in the bankruptcy I am at a lose to understand, and, 

being on the file : see ground aking them of. hey are 
placed there tor the inspection of the debtor and of any other person Who 
ititiet tO inspect them under rule 12. here it was put as a matter 

of right, and not of discretion, and he felt some difficulty in reconciling 
the view of Davey, L.J., with the view taken by the court in Er parte 
Pratt. With to companies, the order of November, 1862, seemed 
allow inspection to be made, and the rule had recently been re-enacted 











to 
in the Rules of 1892. He had no choice but to decide according to the 


words of the rule, so as to give effect to those words. If he could haye 
seen his way to avoid coming to that conclusion he should have been y. 
glad. The proper —— would be that there should be a discretion ig 
these matters. If he were at liberty to exercise his discretion he should 
allow the applicant to inspect his own deposition, but not those of other 
people.—Counset, Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and Theobald; Gore Browne, 
Souicrrors, Linklater ; Loughborough, Gedge, § Nisbet. 
{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. j 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


BROWN v. HAND-IN-HAND FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY — 22nd 
July. 
Bartment—Gratvuitous Bartge—Insury To CHATTEL By NEGLIGENCE oF 
Srrancer—Ricut or Action sy Bar.gs—Measure or Damaczs. 


Further consideration of action tried before Kennedy, J., and a jury. 
On the 3rd of April last a portion of the stock-in-trade and samples kept 
by the plaintiff in a room on the second floor of premises in the City of 


London, which he rented of the defendants, were ed by the infil 
of water from the floor overhead. The defendants w: 
letting 6 OF Which the room was to be used. The plaintiff 


: ac h respect 0 injury so done to the 
goods, The jury found that the damage was caused by the negligence of 
the defendants’ servants, and estimated the da to the % 
and further found that the loss of profits to the plaintiff by being deprived 
of the use of his samples during the season amounted to £10. It appeared 
from the plaintiff's evidence that the goods in question were sent to him 
from Germany by the owner, Loser, for whom he acted as sole agent in 


London for the class of goods in question, and that if any goods at the end 
of the season remained unsold they would have to be returned to Ger- 


many. The goods wore not, accord to the plaintiff, at the time of their , 
being sent debited to him, bu é called a consignment t 
en the accident occurred Loser, the owner of the‘ 


gooms, happened to be in London, and the same morning he made out 
and handed to the plaintiff an account debiting him with all the goods 
which had been kept in the room in question. Loser was not a party to 
the present action. It was contended on behalf of the defendants that 
the action would not lie, as the plaintiff was merely a gratuitous bailee 
of the goods and liable only to take such care as a reasonable man would, 
and that nothing, under the circumstances, of what had occurred made 
him liable to the owner in respect of the loss sustained; also that the 
claim for loss of profits was too remote. Rooth v. Wilson (1 B. & A. 59), 
Claridge v. South Staffordshire Tramwa . (1892, 1 Q. B. 422), Greenland v. 
Chaplin (5 Ex. ay or v. Ford (1 o% & E. 602), Wilson v. Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Railway Co. (9 C. B. N.S. 632), and Simpson v. London and North- 
Western Railway Co. (1 Q. B. D. 274) were cited. 

Kennepy, J., in giving judgment, said that the only agreement the 
plaintiff was able to produce between himself and his principal in Germany 
was one dated the 14th of April, 1894, from which it appeared that he 
was appointed sole London Agent to effect sales upon commission. The 
agreement was silent about any liability attaching to the plaintiff in re- 
spect of the safe custody of the goods or samples. The jury had found 
that the injury was done by the wilful acts of the defendants or their ser- 
vants. The action was brought both on the case and for breach of cove- 
nant for quiet enjoyment. There was nothing in the plaintiff’s evidence 
or in the documents to shew that he was liable for the price of the goods 
consigned to him. He (Kennedy, J.) was bound by the case of Claridge v. 
South Staffordshire Tramway Co. which clearly decided that where a bailee 
was under no liability to his bailor for injury to the good usted to 












not recover damg 
y- Here the plaintiff he icie ght ers 

in the 0 enable him to recover either in tort or contract. As to 
the second point the jury had found that the plaintiff would have received 
£10 if the samples had not been da The evidence shewed that the 
defendants knew the object for which the room was , and the 
character of fhe business carried on by the plaintiff and the nature of the 
goods stored. There evidence of damage to the interest of the plain- 








tiff in the goods. It was a loss of the value which the goods represented 
to the plaintilf at thie time of tit accident. or B Wa 5 5a 0 
the wrongful act of the servants of the defendants, and therefore he ough 
bo recover U, Which phe jury found in his favour: Te Inst Case cited 
(Simpson v. London and North- Wes ilway Co.) was sufficient authority, 
if’ any were . vw nt for tiff for £10.—OCovunssL, 


P . 
Murphy, Q.C., and Daldy; Bucknill, Q.C., and Manisty. Sowicrrors, 
Noakes § Stammers ; Manisty § Co. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.]) 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re SMITH & HARTOGS, Er parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER v. LEVERSON 
—Vaughan Williams, J., 23rd July. 
Bankrurtcy—LanpLorgpD AND Tsnant—Distress—‘‘ Rent ACCRUED DUB 


PRIOR TO DATE or Orpgr or ApyupIcaTION’’—Banxkruptcy Acr, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 42 (1). 


In the month of October, 1890, the respondent, Mr. Leverson, let 


certain premises to one Fiatau for twenty-one years, at the rent of £150 } a 


annum for the first two years of the term, and £200 per annum for 
remainder. In 1893, when the rent payable was £200 per annum, Flaten ~ 
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the bankru 


assigned the lease to Smith & » They were 
unwilling to pay rent at the rate at £20 pr annum to 


The fret two 


Leverson to allow them to pay £ annum 
years of their occupation—viz., from Sep 29, 1893, to 
99, 1895—and £250 per annum for the next two and after £200 


per annum for the remainder of the term to them by Flatau. 
Smith & Hartogs having gone into occupation on the 29th of September 
1893, paid one instalment of £25 on account of rent on the 3lst of 
January, 1894, a second instalment of £25 on the 30th of April, but 
defaulted in payment at the Midsummer quarter, and Mr. Leverson dis- 
trained upon their premises for £25 in sae. Upon September 29 a 
receiving order was made against Smith & Hartogs, whereupon Mr. 
Leverson distrained for £100 proportion of rent due at the rate of £200 
rannum. The trustee thereupon launched ion order that 
fir. Leverson sho’ Day over to him 
s that the rent was at the rate of £100 per annum, an ' 
quarter’s rent at that rate had accrued due prior to the receiving order. 
VavcHan Wriiu1ams, J., dismissed the application, holding that the 
agreement made by Mr. Leverson with Smith & Hartogs did not vary the 
amount of rent originally reserved, but merely the mode of payment; 
Ag i sunpllien oe8 ecovery of rent as 
t 




















the tenant or his representative could not set up the 
£100 a year for the first two years after having made t in payment 
of the instalments due under it. The amount of rent for which the land- 
lord had distrained had accrued fate t 
















O retain | 


ne da fs) 
eeds i¥ 
Souicitors, Adams § 








[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxs, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SIMMONS v. SIMMONS—Chitty, J., 18th July. 


Soricrror—Bmt or Costs—TaxaTION—PARTY AND PARTY—PAYABLE OUT 
or A Funp on Esrare—One-stxtu TaxEp orr—R. 8. C, LXV., 27 
(38%). 


Summons to reyi jon. Accounts having been directed and taken 
in a nership action, the order on further consideration ordered the 
coets of the plaintiff and the defendant to be taxed, and after provi 
for various other matters, proceeded : ‘‘ And it is ordered that the plain 
and the defendant be at liberty to retain the amouut of their respective 
costs when so taxed out of any sum of money then in their hands - 
tively, they by their solicitors consenting that if such sums of money s 
not be sufficient, one-half of the balance of the plaintiff’s costs shall be 
paid by the defendant, and one-half of the balance of the defendant's 
costs shall be paid by the plaintiff, but if such sums shall be more thun 
sufficient to satisfy the amount of the said costs when so taxed, the balance 
then remaining of such sums shall be added together and divided between 
the — and the defendant in equal shares, and the balance due paid 
by the party from whom to the y to whom it shall be certified to be 
due within one week after the filing of the taxing master’s certificate.” 


The defendant’s costs of taxation having been allowed, notwithstanding’ 


the fact that bis bill was reduced by more than one-sixth on taxation, the 
plaintiff carried in the following objection :—‘‘ One-sixth being taxed off 
the defendant’s costs, ord. 65, r. 27 (384) applies, and the costs of drawing 
and copying the bil) and attending the taxation should be disallowed, as 
those costs are, it is submitted, clearly — out of the partnership 
funds. The order says that if the respective moneys in the hands of the 
partners (meaning moneys belonging to the partnership, which is the fact) be 
more than sufficient to pay their respective costs, the balance in each of 
their hands is to be put together and divided equally between 
being equal partners.’’ The taxing master snenened : ** The order 
the parties y to pay, after deducting any sum in hand. The 
clause, which is a penal clause, applies when costs are directed 
to be paid out of an estate real or personal. I shall not stretch 
the penal clause to apply in this case, and 
of order the on y er not, I — apply.” 
separate partners und or estate in the o 
having been divided between the 
were got in. There were some unsold leaseholds in the name of the 
defendant for which he would have to account subsequently, it having 
been agreed, as appeared on the face of the order, that it was not 
to sell them at present. The plaintiff submitted that the costs were, in 
fact, payable out of a fund or estate within the meaning of ord. 65, r. 27 
(388), although such fund was not now intact, but was —, distributed. 
The defendant contended that there was no fund, and even if there were, 
there was no direction to pay costs out of it. In the absence of such a 
direction the rule was inapplicable. The taxing master would make no 
apes on the point. 

nitty, J., said the question was whether ord. 65, r. 27 (388), applied. 
It provided that, if on the taxation of a bill of costs payable out aus 
estate (real or personal) or out of the assets of a a liq the 
amount of the professional c contained in the bill was reduced by 
sixth part, no costs should be allowed to the solicitor leaving the bill for 
taxation for drawing and copying it, nor for attending the taxation. 
Se postion had cums to on eengenenteee Soa on 
consideration. (His lordship read the order as above.) The plaintiff’ 
costs had been taxed at £298, and the defendant’s at £459. Half 
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Gifienmnee--i2., 208) had tobe ity Go ee It 
was on the face of the that this was a personal and 
that it was not thrown on any fund. Tt was said that if the did 
not pay, the defendant might get a further order some fund. 
His had therefore te consider the rule. It was that the 
taxing master could not travel beyond the four corners of order. It 
wee et his provinse to Cecilie waslties of ned She. othe wee Sages em 
of any fund or estate. That would be usurping the office of judge. 
The taxing master must find such fund or estate made liable by the 
before him. He could not speculate on the possibility of a future order 
being made to the costs out of such fund or estate. The summons to 
vary would be diemiesed, with coste.—Oowwsnt, Béwand Ford; George 
— Soxrcrrors, Hicks, Arnold, $ Mosley ; Emmanuel, Round, ¢ 
athan, 


(Reported by G. Row.anp Auston, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 

The annual general meeting of the me we Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 19th inst., at the society’s hall, oo Mr. Joun 
Hvunrse (London), the retiring president, taking the 3 

Paresipent AND Vice-PREsipEnt. 


There being no other candidates for the 
resident, the president declared Mr. John Wreford 
r. Joseph Addison (London) duly elected for the year ensuing. 


Vacancizs on Oounctn. 


There were twelve vacancies the council, coment fhe soreness 
by rotation of ten members and by the death of the late Mr. Henry Leigh 
Pemberton and the resignation of Mr. Charles John Follett, 0.B. 


The Paserpesre stoted that cites the Checalas cusresi Ei Sean 
Me George Wilks (G. 4 Gd. Wilks, Hythe, ent) withdrewing hi 

. rge (G. . &. 
name from the list of candidates. Ten todneed the mesber of cundiiegex 
to eleven, and he therefore declared them daly elected. 

The names of the members who went out of office by rotation are as 
follows :—Mr. E. J. Bristow (Wilson, Bristows, & Fo a London), 

on i 


Dickinson, , Mr. James Warnes Howlett 
(Howlett & Clarke, ton), Mr. Halsey Janson (Janson, 
Cobb, to Sow ), Mr. jamin aie Lake agg 
Lake, on), . Berkeley un! e 
Richard Pennington nag, ~ Sethe) London), and a Williams 
Williams (Curries Wiliams, & , London). 

The following are the agg: ar members :—Mr. Howard 
Winterbotham (Waterhouse, Winterbotham, Harrison, & London) 
and Mr. Edmand Kell Blyth (Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, & Blyth, London). 

AvpiTors. 

The following gentlemen were elected auditors of the ’s 
for the ensuing year :—Mr. Edward Burgess (London), Mr. P. R. T. 
Toynbee (London), and Mr. John 
accountant, : 

Socrzsry’s Accounts. 

The income and ex; ture account of the for the year ending 

December 31, 1894, was laid before the 4 omens Oeer 2 


The Presipent moved that the accounts be received, approved, and 


‘Vice-PRestpEnt (Mr. Bupp) seconded the motion 
Mr. Cxuantzs Forp (London) 
some matters to which was either 


wae considered it must be admitted that the time was drawing near when 
would have to be done tf ‘the balance-shest was to Be peseseres 
as it t to be. He Gaawahs Seb ie euney Stan OO in 
the . Whether the yes enmity sowpenrn Se Se 
OS at new, bet 6 oe the society’s 
without pa: any rent for the accommodation. In the 4 there 
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year might be saved. In the same way the unfortunate students were 
taxed with to several cther items which required to be dealt with 
ina agen 3 erent way. There was one item, ‘Salaries to officers, 
clerks, servants ; pensions and special grants, £3,085 7s. 5d.’’ charged 
= the students. What benefit did they derive from the officers, 

, and servants? He was under the impression that most of the ser- 
vants were used in the clubrooms. 

The Prestpent: No, not one. 

Mr. Forp asked who were the pensioners to whom the students were in 
any way directly or indirectly indebted? Then there were ‘Special 
Grants.’’ He could not tell what that meant. Then ‘‘ Refreshments to 
Assistant Examiners, £51 1s. 8d.’”’ The item was altogether unallow- 
able from a fair point of view. The society paid the assistant examiners, 
as he thought, excessive fees for the work they undertook. Then there 
was ‘‘ Fees to tutors, assistant examiners, {c., and grants to provincial 
law societies, £3,362 3s. 10d.’” One would like to know how much was 

as each item, tutors, assistant examiners, and soon. He 
taken the trouble to get the information and he had found that all the 
society was doing with regard to the provincial law societies was to grant 
a miserable £100 to Birmingham, £150 to Liverpool, and £100 to 
Manchester. There were thirty or forty provincial law societies. Why 
should these three be picked out every year and the rest of the country 
utterly ignored. How much did the tutors get out of this £3,300. There 
were only two tutors, and one was receiving £467 and the other £460, so 
that was £927 which was being paid out of the £3,300 They were 
spending £927 on this miserable misnomer of a system of legal education. 
So unattractive was the system to students throughout the country that 
their whole contributions was £590, so that there was a loss of £334. Bad 
as the old system of lectures and classes was, this system of communicating 
through the post office was infinitely worse, and he was not surprised that 
there was only £590 from the students. Nothing whatever was said upon 
that subject in the report and he hoped the council would give the 
members in the frankest manner their views upon the subjects. 

Mr. F. R. Panxer (London), said that with regard to the articled clerks 
Mr. Ford could hardly expect the members to follow with the same detail 
the ts to which he had referred, but he (Mr. Parker) was sure they 

have the attention of the Finance Committee. But it would be 
interesting to the meeting to be informed as to grants to provincial law 


Mr. W. P. W. Purumors (London), said that in the face of a consider- 
able deficit the Council ought to make a resolute stand in favour of 
economy. He thought there was room when house expenses, dinners, 
and so forth ap; in the accounts at something over £2,000. 

Mr. R. Psnnincton (London, chairman of the Finance Committee) said 
he should be very glad to do what he could to answer the questions 
which had been put with regard to the accounts. In the first place he 
should like to say that he was entirely in sympathy with Mr. Ford with 
regard to the education of articled clerks. He thought it a matter of very 
great importance,.and that everything ought to be done which was pos- 
sible for the society to do in that direction. He had always advocated it, 
and oe should always continue to do so. But it was one thing to 
have a to out an object and another thing to be able to pay 
for what one wanted to do, and the society was in the position unfortu- 
nately with regard to articled clerks of not being able to devote as much 
money as they would like to the cause of their education. Mr. Ford had 
correctly stated the grants made by the society to provincial law societies. 
He (Mr. Pennington) would like those grants to be doubled or trebled if 
possible, but unfortunately the calls upon the finances of the society in 
that did not admit of it. Mr. Ford would surely give the coun- 
cil credit for a very strong desire to respond to the calls which had fre- 
quently been made upon them by provincial law societies, and to give them 
more assistance than the council had been able to do in the past. With 
regard to other matters to which Mr. Ford had referred he should like to 
make a few observations. With reference to the financial position of the 
club, that was a matter with which the society had perhaps no direct 
concern, but he thought he was right in saying that the financial position 
of the club was extremely sutisfactory. The society did, as Mr. Ford had 
the rent and the taxes for the premises which were occupied 
the club, and they did that in pursuance of a definite resolution to that 

in that - He did not see, therefore, that they could do 
else. With regard to the house expenses upon which Mr. Ford 
observations he did not think that Mr. Ford had made any 
inquiry as to the details of these expenses, but they included coals, gas, 
a very heavy item, water, liveries for the servants, washing towels, pay- 
ments for sweeps, builders, and other matters. He (Mr. Pennington) had 
been = sag Sema the items and he did not see how they were to be 
reduced. Of course the charges for gas and water were beyond their con- 
, they had to pay what was demanded. The other items were small in 
themselves. He did not think there was any extravagance. Of course 
they must keep their servants clothed, at any rate until the society said 
should not have any liveries the society must provide them with 
Going through the items he did not see that there was anything 
anyone could complain, andif anyone would like to look at them 
himeelf of course he was at liberty to do so. With regard to the fees 
Mr. Ford was right to a certain extent in his figures. He said 
y had two tutors, but he was not quite accurate in stating 
to them, because the £627 included disbursements which 
made. Their salaries were really £400 a year. 
: I got the figures from the office. 
GToN said it would be very natural that Mr. Ford should 
amounts mee agg to the tutors for their private advan- 
-Palaries were .. The rest of the amount consisted of 
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by them. The question whether the ystem of education | 





of articled clerks was a good one or not was probably one which the mem- 
bers of the society would think ought not to be determined just yet. It 
was only started in the autumn of 1892, and it was started after, as Mr. 
Ford had said, the utter failure of the lectures system. The council had 
to try some other system, and it was rather curious that Mr. Ford should 
condemn, in the sweeping way he did, the new system, considering that 
it was very nearly as he (Mr. Pennington) happened to know upon the 
lines of that adopted by the gentlemen outside, who were in the habit of 
coaching articled clerks for their examinations. That system had been 
found by the “‘ coaches ’’ at any rate, to be a very successful system he 
believed, and as regarded the postal system, he believed that in itself it 
was an excellent system. If the members would consider for a moment, 
he thought they would agree with him. The tutor in London prepared 
questions, say upon Stephen’s Commentaries. He then communicated to 
the articled clerk in the country, who was reading Stephen for his inter- 
mediate examination. He said: ‘* You are to read so many pages during 
the next week.’’ At the end of the week he sent the student a series of 
questions, which he was to answer and return. He trusted to the honour 
of the articled clerk, of course, that he would not answer out of the book. 
And so he carried the articled clerk through the first half of his studies. 
It was a very good system, considering that the articled clerks were 
spread all over England and Wales, and were so very numerous, and that 
it was impossible to put the tutors in personal communication with them. 
He thought that as the system was worked it was avery fair way of telling 
the progress an articled clerk was making during the earlier part of his 
articles. He would have been very thankful if such a system had existed 
when he was articled in the country, and was endeavouring to read 
Stephen. During the latter part of the clerk’s articles the same system 
was pursued. The tutor advised the articled clerks what books they 
should read, and questioned them upon tnem with a view to their exam- 
ination. He did not think the system was perfect, but it was as good a 
system as could possibly be adopted. He knew that when he was being 
examined before the Committee of the House of Lords upon the Gresham 
University Commission, he was questioned, and-one~of the most experi- 
enced examiners expressed his highest approval of that system of postal 
tuition. He (Mr. Pennington) could not say whether it would be success- 
ful or not. He hoped it would be. If it was not the council would have 
to try something else, and they would try, and continue to try, until they 
succeeded in doing something which would assist articled clerks in edu- 
cating themselves, so that it would not be necessary for them to go through 
what he considered a very pernicious system at the end of their articles, 
the being coached for their examination. Then, as to the apportionment 
of the expenditure between the articled clerk’s fund and the society's 
fund. All he could say was that it was a plan that was adopted a few 
years ago. He believed in principle it was correct. It was very closely 
examined by two distinguished judges, and they expressed their approval 
of it. Mr. Ford shook his head, but he would not dispute the fact, be- 
cause a fact it was. He (Mr. Pennington) was present on the occasion, 
and the judges spent the best part of an hour in examining the accounts, 
and the system was prepared and approved by Mr. Roscoe, who was presi- 
dent, and by himself and by Mr. Williamson, the secre He did not 
know whether it was necessary to say anything about lunches to assistant 
examiners. The item “‘pensioners’’ was referred to. Of course in a 
society of this kind there were from time to time old servants who, from 
failing health or otherwise, could not any longer perform their duties, and 
to these small pensions were granted. He did not think any member of 
the society would object to such grants being made, the amount was very 
small. As to ‘‘ salaries to officers,’’ Mr. Ford had quarrelled with the 
apportionment of that item, and thought it was a very heavy tax to put 
upon articled clerks, and that,they ought not to be so charged with ‘‘ house 
expenses,” and “salaries to officers, clerks, and servants, pensions and 
special grants.’’ But the articled clerks had the services of the officers of 
the institution, including the porters, whose services were not at all of an 
unimportant nature, and he (Mr. Pennington) did not think anyone would 
object to the item. 

Mr. C. T. Saunpgrs (Birmingham) reminded Mr. Ford and Mr. Philli- 
more that the reason why grants were made to the Birmingham, Liver- 
pool, and Manchester Law Societies, in preference to other provincial law 
societies was simply that, first of all, they were, by a very long way, the 

est law societies in the kingdom; and, in the second place, the local 
solicitors forming these societies contributed a very much larger sum 
towards the establishment of the schools of law in these cities than was 
contributed by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. The grants 
made by the council were only in aid of the considerable sums +" 
by the local law societies and the members composing them for the 
purpose of assisting the studies of articled clerks. In these circumstances, 
it was a matter of regret to the council that they had been unable to 
accede to the requests made for aid by the Yorkshire Law Society and 
other societies, but they did hope that, when the funds were more 
flourishing, to make those grants. It would be a great gratification to all 
the members of the council if they could give £1,000 a year in grants to 
the provincial law societies, and he looked forward to the time when they 
would be able to do so. It ought to be the function of the council to 
promote the growth of legal education in the larger towns; they could 
not do much in the small towns. But, wherever there was a flourishing 
law society, the council ought to make a grant. He hoped it would be 
done in course of time. 


Mr. Pumimore asked if the tutors provided by tho society entered into 
competition with those outside. 

Mr. Pennincton: Certainly not. 

Mr. Puitimore: Well, what are the fees ? 

Mr. Pennivcron said that the council made the fees as moderate as 
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possible, naturally, for the sake of the articled clerks. How much the 
outside tutors c he was not prepared to say. He did not know. 

Mr. Purtitmore: Surely we do not fix our fees without some regard to 
the market outside ? 

Mr. Penntneron said the council fixed the fees on the most moderate 
scale possible. He believed it was too moderate. But they were fixed 
certainly without reference to the charges outside. He did not think it 
was ever considered how much the charges were outside; certainly they 
made no comparison of the tariff. They fixed the rates as low as possible, 
for the good of the articled clerks. 

The motion was adopted. 


AnnvuaL Report. 


The Presrpent moved the adoption of the annual report. 

The Vicz-Prestpent seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp thought it was extremely undesirable that close relations of 
members of the council should be appointed to paid assistant-examiner- 
ships. He did not know whether it was so or not. 

e Presipent: No. 

Mr. Forp said he saw the name of Hunter amongst the assistant- 
examiners. 

The Prestpent: He is no relation to me whatever. 

Mr. Forp said there was also the name of Cunliffe. 

Mr. Rosert Cuntirre (London): He is my son, Sir. He is one of the 
assistant-examiners. He was chosen by the Examination Committee at a 
meeting at which I was not present. I believe they chose him because of 
his merit. 

Mr. Forp said they came there to express their opinions frankly, and 
he thought was it perfectly allowable for him to say that he thought it a 
highly undesirable practice. He was extremely sorry that there was not 
as much said in the report about the finances as he thought there ought 
to be. There had been a gradual decrease of income from the articled 
clerks. There was a suggestion made year after year as to the desirability 
of additional sources of income, but unhappily they got no farther. No 
practical proposition was ever submitted by which they could hope to in- 
crease their revenue. He hoped the council would next year present 
some rational, reasonable proposition. Despite what the chairman of the 
Finance Committee had said, there was abundant evidence that the sys- 
tem of legal education was a failure. The report stated the number of 
candidates who had passed the final examination, and there was a serious 
falling off in the numbers as compared with last year. He should be 
disposed to think this failure was due to the miserab stem of so-called 
legal education, and that it was beneath the dignity of the society that 
this system of tuition by post should continue. As long as he could 
remember, the system of ‘‘ coaching’’ had been denounced by everybody 
in favour of substantial teaching. The report also stated that the official 
Law List would in future be published under the authority of the society, 
but it did not state whether the royalty to be received by the society was 
substantial, or whether it was some infinitesimal sum. Did the council 
intend to continue the publication of the Law Society’s Calendar? He 
had always been dead against the attitude which the council took up as 
to a teaching university in London. Here they had a great opportunity, 
but were deliberately turning their backs upon what must be a favourab 
system. They ought to hand over the whole of their receipts from the 
students to the university, and let them take the whole responsibility of 
teaching, and they would then haveathoroughly sound system ot legal educa- 
tion for London, and they would make a t advance. Those who were 
coming after would then be much better able to perform the duties devolving 
upon them. As to the evidence given by Mr. Pennington and Sir 
Albert Rollit before the Commission and some evidence given by Mr. 
Lake before the Royal Commission on the University of London, it 
was all in agreement and in favour of keeping the teaching. He 
(Mr. Ford) had also given evidence before the Royal Commission, 
and it was in keeping with what he had suggested. The council said the 
articled clerks’ fund was on the wrong side, and here they had the London 
Univer-ity willing to relieve them of this loss. There was a on 
at the last general meeting about the Long Vacation, and the report 
stated that a — of the resolution then passed, to the effect that the 
Long Vacation should be materially shortened, and that during the Long 
Vacation pleadings should be delivered, and the other formal business 
mentioned in the annual report of the council in July, 1893, be transacted, 
had been forwarded by the council to the Lord Chancellor, and that, 
following the views expressed in the annual report of 1893, they had sug- 
gested that, in addition to the delivery of pl , the following business 
should be transacted during the Long Vacation, viz. :—‘‘ In the 
Division: (1) The appointment of new trustees and of trustees under 
Settled Land Acts and otherwise, and all other applications under the 
Settled Land Acts and the Settled Estates Acts. y Applications under 
the Vendor and Purchasers Acts, 1874. (3) The of summonses 
under order 55, and dealing with the subject of the application. (4) 
Applications relating to the ianship and maintenance of infants. 
(5) Applications under the Infants’ Marriage Settlements Acts, or in a 
pending action where an infant is a ward of court. (6) Applications under 
the Conveyancing Acts. (7) All unop ap tions for payment 

into or out of court. (8) The taxation of costs in all cases where a fund, 
whether in or out of court, has to be divided, and in all other cases where 
urgent and special reasons can be shown. (9) Accounts and inquiries 
directed by any order, if the judge so orders. And as the Queen’s 
Bench Division—(1) Taxation of costs. (2) by married 
women under the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act. (3) Ap ions 
for the appointment of an arbitrator or amples, and other matters of pro- 
cedure under the Arbitration Act, 1889. the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division: Decrees absolute for divorce.” The report further 


would have time to carry out his amendment. The 


stated Ghat : * A letter St seply Gas seunieel Sy Cie soe as ae , 
Chancellor to the effect that the Chancery judges thought that this would 
mean that the whole of the ey Ne peep de eps phe ge Bim 
should be carried on during the Leng Vacation, and asking 

whether that was the suggestion which they intended to make. 
inquiry the council have replied that they remained of 
of te tenes mentee Se ee t to be transacted 
throughout the Long Vacation.” And U 
they made a very forward move indeed nothing would be done with the 
miserable Long Vacation which worked such great Ran igor nad upon 

He congratulated the council upon the course 

to _— applications for probate and He was 

delighted to see with regard to audience in county courts that the council 
a rood en “ the Chancellor, ‘* — 
a Bill for ena —_< who are ualified 

appear for their principals in county courts, per A response to some 
pressure from the profession, added to it a provision for enabling one 
solicitor to ap or another as an advocate. aor ths ceeeah 
however, to 0 the approval of the Lord Chancellor to the second 

of the Bill; but feeling the extreme im eS cake 
having ascertained that the Lord entertained no objection to 
it, they have prepared 
enough to introduce into the House of Lords.”” The provision referred to 
was the only straightforward condition of so far as the convenience 
of suitors was concerned. He hoped the 
that reasonable position. 

Mr. Parker considered the report was a veryadmirable one. It shewed 
a year’s work of which the council might well be proud, and the members 
ought to be proud that they had such 
ing ought not to over the reference to the death of Mr. H. L. Pem- 
berton, the official solicitor of the High Court, without some notice. 
Henry Leigh Pemberton occupied one of the 
fession. He was the voice of the solicitors to the judges in their collective 
and judicial capacity. All who knew him ‘were aware of the kindness, 
attention, and courtesy with which he peg with them, and the 
meeting ought not to pass over the record of Se oat 
their sorrow and regret. With regard to the library he (Mr. Parker, 
noticed year by yar we gee the increasing attendance and the 
enhanced of the li H 


that the matters of the 
that Mr. Rawle had carried already referred 

of that motion he (Mr. Parker) had put Seaweed ot hs lst mening, St 
as he could not bring the matter forward for another year Mr. Rawle 


4 


‘ 


August last the council received a letter from the asking 
for the opinion of the council on a suggestion which had been made to him 
as to the desirability of repealing the rule under which the Long Vacation 
does not count in the com of time for delivering or amending 
leadings. His lordship intimated that he felt inclined to that, 
lactead ef the whats time of the Long Vacation up to 
excluded, the exclusion should stop on ber 24. 
approved of the tion, and addressed a to 
on the subject.”” The general —— resolved that they should be 
delivered during the Long Vacation, that, 
council’s ion for an shortening it. 
report noticed the distin, features which marked the Long Vaca- 
tion above all others, 
These were, first the close time for p , and 
emergencies. That had grown up since 1873 under 
Judicature Act. font ne! been ey to mean et be be fi 
hearing of all such applications as, iu opinion . 
to be heard. He belioved it was rather inten 
that the provision should be for during 
applications as, in the opinion of the 
was the rule that held od in all 
see it hold good in the Vi 


power of the ju to refuse to hear a matter which the suitor 
ly brought before the courts because in the opinion of the 
sedge did not appear to 
the great objection to 
oo awe in the Times 
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be 
depended upon the status of the person who was 
who had attained to a position of com ease and in 
profession liked to see the Long Vacation kept up; on the other hand, — 
those who had to make their way and who time 


increasing number oe, 

the power to take their holidays at the time which best suited their 
par’ business. The penta bad seaneh Taag Te Officialism 
never slept, it had no all 

had the capital of the 
it worked at a profit or at a 
auant wt Gh ovate ta Tele sae = 
ask the council, when next 


whether they were as on this as they 
sau on aia etnats. ff a vote conld be taken from the profession 
it would be a rang eo questa weeth as be Sea 
only by those in London also in the provinces. Nine out of 
ten of those in the country either not or did 
ea oP gs Page it up as it now is and would like to see it 
abolished. 
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amounted to six weeks, and six or seven weeks for the Long Vacation 
made up three months, a fourth of the whole year. The profession was 
on to the council for the stand they had in regard to 


Land Transfer Bill and above all for the position which they had 
taken up in to sever the interest of the client from that of the 
solicitor. That must be the true line to take if they were to succeed in 


the views the council entertained and which they all, he was sure endorsed, 
compulsory registration had not yet arrived. They must 
shew that it was not alone the solicitors who were interested, but that the 
owners of land were far more interested than they. He would take the 
pope pd of sa; how deeply they were indebted to Mr. Lake for the 
and devotion he had displayed in connection with the matter and of his 
opposition to officialism. He (Mr. Parker) regretted very much to see the 
continued increase of officialism, and he wished Mr. Godden every success 
in his tt efforts to overthrow it. 
ors trusted the council would continue their crusade against 
He also hoped they would refuse to hand over the funds of 
the society to the University of London or any other university. If solicitors 
were not competent to attend to the education of their own body it was a 
great disgrace. The report had the following paragraph : ** Adjudication 
of Stamps on Deeds.—At the request of some members the council applied to 
the Commissioners of Inland Revenuc to make arrangements for receiving 
A gna deeds sent to them for adjudication as to the proper stamps ; but 
commissioners declined to grant this application, stating that it is 
that some person should attend with the deeds who is capable 
of explanations when required.’’ He could only say that within 
the two weeks he had had a case, and after some correspondence the 
Inland Revenue had stated that personal attendance was never required if 
it could be with. He thought it might be noted, therefore, that 
if they would only stand firm with the Inland Revenue authorities the 
transactions might be carried out through the post. 
Presipent said that Mr. Ford referred to the reduced numbers 
passed the final examination during the year, but he had omitted 
that there was a substantial falling off in the number of candi- 
There were 772 applicants for final examination in 1893 and 675 
» Very nearly 100 less, and of course the number of those who 
was smaller. As to the Law List, he did not think 
at liberty to state wkat royalty the council had arranged to 
Mesers. Steveus & Sons, the publishers. A contract had 
with the Government on one hand and with Mesers. 
and the society on the other, and a mutual contract be- 
. Stevens & Sons and the society, under which the new law 
substituted for the old one and for the calendar. There 
ly one book instead of two, and the one book would be pub- 
the authority of the society. The money arrangements, the 
» would be satisfactory to the society, but that remained to 
s to handing over the articled clerks’ fees and the teaching t2 
on University, as Mr. Ford suggested, Mr. Phillimore took the 
w which he (the President) certainly took, and which, he believed, the 
majority of the council took, and he thought the great majority of the 
members—namely, that it was the business of the society to conduct the 
examination of articled clerks. If there was one thing on which the 
council was more decided than another, it was that the examinations which 
were to qualify a man to practise must be thoee which satisfied them that 
the students some practical acquaintance with business as well as 
with book learning. As to the Long Vacation, some gentlemen thought 
the council had gone too far and some that they had not gone far enough. 
all events he though the council, in their communications with the Lord 
, had gone a gee deal further than any other public body had 
towards ling the business to be transacted in the interest of the 
Long Vacation. Mr. Phillimore had spoken of the 
- on deeds by post. The council had been asked to 
on to the authorities at Somerset House to inquire 
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whether they would make arrangements for doing that business through 
the and the authorities did not see their way to doing so. Mr. 
spoken of the activity displayed in regard to the Land 
Tranafer Bill. He (the President) wished to express the gratitude he and 
the owed to Mr. Lake for his services in the matter. Having had 
to work Mr. Lake during the time he had been president, although 
the work had been called that of the president and Mr. Lake, nine-tent 


by Mr. Lake, at the cost of very great trouble and 
on his part, far more than had fallen to the lot of 
in theory he (the president) ought to have done, 
part. Mr. Parker had also spoken of the death of 
, if he would like to do so more formally, he could 
ter the report had been dealt with. 
EB GREEN Lepemcem observed that on other occasions it 
usual for the general meeting to pass a resolution on the 
members of the council. 

ape they — be establishing a precedent which would 


i 
i 


edie! 
atte 
He. 


: 


Waxrers (London) said that no one could have a 
ths late Mr. Pemberton than himself. He had been 
with him for many years, and no man could have 
a more straightforward way. But he thought it 
invidious to pass a resolution in the case of one member 
and not of another. He thought it would be better if it 


“said he would be satisfied with having given expression to 


observed that the council had already passed a resolution 
of Mr. Pemberton’s death. 
was adopted. 
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Lecat APpPorINnTMENTs. 


Mr. Puriumore moved in accordance with notice. ‘‘That in the 
opinion of this meeting all legal appointments should be open to both 
barristers and solicitors without distinction.”” He said he really did not 
see why solicitors as a body should be under any legislative disability as 
to taking appointments which solicitors were equally competent to fill with 
barristers. A few years ago solicitors might become county court judge:, 
and that there was no inherent reason against this was shewn by the fact 
that there were judges of the High Court who had been solicitors. It was 
high time that appointments should be thrown open to solicitors, equally 
with barristers, and it should only be a question of the competence of a 
particular individual to fill a particular post. 

Mr. Grantuam R. Dopp (London) seconded the motion, observing that 
the matter was very fully dismissed at one of the provincial meetings, and, 
the outcome was that one of the members of the council was at once ap- 
pointed to a vacancy. 

Mr. Forp suggested that the motion should run, “‘ thatall appointments 
open to barristers should also be open to solicitors.” 

Mr. Henry Manisry (London) thought that they were going a little too 
far in passing a general resolution of this kind. There were appointments 
and appointments, and they ought to approach them one by one, and not 

a general resolution. ‘here were appointments which were of 
considerable value which they had always as solicitors held, and which 
barristers had never held, and they had to guard against a general 
resolution of this kind being used against them by a Lord Chancellor or a 
Lord Chief Justice who might determine to appoint a barrister to an 
appointment which had been hitherto held by a solicitor, on the ground 
that it was open to him to — solicitors to appointments which had 
been held by barristers. Let them pause before passing such a resolution, 
and let them advocate that certain appointments should be open to 
solicitors, such as appointments to the solicitorships, and so work bit 
by bit 


Mr. Grivuam Keen (London) said he had taken a very great interest 
in this question. The motion had not come within the region of practical 
politics. There were a great many who felt that, if the course suggested 
were adopted, one profession might swallow the other. He did not fear 
that, but he did not think it was within the region of practical politics. 
He would have liked to have seen a resolution of a different kind. It 
should have been a resolution of protest against anybody being a 
to the Government solicitorships who was not a trained solicitor. If there 
was anything in training, how very necessary it was to train the solicitor ; 
and he set great store by articles, and asserted that all these Government 
solicitorships ought to be tilled by trained and educated solicitors who 
understood their business, and not by -made solicitors—in fact, 
there was no such thing. ‘he business of a solicitor was a very difficult 
business indeed, and he was quite sure that to put men into solicitorships 
who had had no training, and who knew nothing about the work till they got 
there, was certainly most unfair to the solicitor branch of the profession, 
and also to the public. Henever wished to interfere with the barrister in 
the High Court, but as to audience in the county courts they ought to go 
back to the practice formerly in vogue, and let one solicitor represent 
another for the convenience of the public. In many places there was no 
Bar, and to say that one man might not hand over a case to another 
solicitor had always seemed to him to be a most extraordinary thing. 

Mr. F. K. Munron (London) suggested that the motion should be with- 
drawn. So far as he knew, the subject had never been properly discussed 
at a general meeting, provincial or otherwise, upon a motion of which 
notice had been given. It had been dealt with incidentally at pro- 
vincial meetings, but there had never been a formal motion. It was a 
highly dangerous question to deal with and required very great considera- 
tion. The council had already expressed their opinion as to recent 
appointments. 

Mr. Forp proposed as an amendment: ‘‘ That this meeting protests 

any but solicitors being appointed to the solicitorships of public 
departments of the State. 

r. A. H. Hastre (London) seconded the amendment and said that all 
these Government sclicitorskips properly belonged to the solicitor branch 
of the profession. It was only by jobbery that they had been taken away. 
With a strong representation there was no doubt that the solicitors might 
regain them. 

Mr. B. G. Laxe (London) thought that before an amendment such as 
this, which really introduced a question of | se difficulty, was put to the 
meeting, they ought to have notice of it. They were now asked to pass a 
vote of censure on the Government for making certain appointments. He 
entirely agreed with the views expressed by Mr. Ford, which had been 
upheld by the council time after time, and no occasion had been lost of 
expressing them; but it was a very serious thing on the spur of the 
moment to a resolution which the proposer had not in his mind and 
to commit the society to a resolution of censure legal authorities 
whom solicitors were very glad to serve under. e submitted that the 
amendment was not in order. It was really a substantive resolution. He 
hoped it would be withdrawn. There had been a discussion which had 
been of advantage and the view of the society had been clearly expressed. 
It had also been at the provincial meetinge on several occasions. 
It would be a most serious thing to pass Mr. Ford’s resolution. 

Mr. Harvey Currron (London) observed that he had drawn attention to 
the subject at the last annual meeting and had since been in communica- 
tion with the great majority of the provincial law societies on the subject 
and had ascertained that in many cases resolutions had been . It 
was his intention at some future day to bring the subject before the 
soc’ with a definite resolution. He was glad that a member of the 

had suggested that a snap motion should be withdrawn that the 
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members might have full notice of the question and a vote taken as it 
should be. 

r. Panxer agreed entirely with Mr. Lake. This was a very serious 
a important question upon which no hasty vote should be passed. He 
moved that the meeting do proceed to the next business. 

Mr. Gray Hit (Liverpool) said that the question was discussed at the 
Bristol provincial meeting, when a proposal was made that the council 
should endeavour to obtain clauses to provide that solicitors. should be 
eligible for —— as county court judges. This was not so exten- 
sive as Mr. Phillimore’s proposal, but it was involved in pd og 
On the voting, 14 votes were given in its favour and 31 it. He 
felt some sympathy with Mr. Phillimore because members of the 
profession felt competent to fill there offices. Mr. Keen had men- 
tioned the real ground when he said it was a question of beep 7 If the 
judges were to undertake the business of solicitors they w make a 
great mess of it, and if solicitors were put upon the jndicial bench a like 
result would follow. When the solicitors entered their profession they 
knew they could not be as barristers and there were means of transmission 
from one branch to the other. He therefore did not think they had very 
much to complain of. But if they interfered with the rights of the other 
branch of the profession they must e retaliation, and that the other 
branch would interfere with them. Ifthe resolution pena a pa it would 
necessarily lead to fusion, and it seemed to him nota p tion 
and that, therefore, they should reject it. But as to Government solici- 
torships they were agreed, and they should make strong representations 
concerning them. 

Mr. Green seconded Mr. Parker’s motion. They could not decide 
either question without doing more harm than oad. Mr. Philllmore’s 
motion would include lay wry © of the superior courts. There was no 
use in putting that to-day, but he did not want to negative the motion 
which went in the right direction but which went too far. The other pro- 

osition went no further than what had already been done. The council 

ad expressed their opinion again and again on the matter. Both the 
motion and the amendment appeared to be mischievous. The question 
required very careful consideration and very delicate handling, and to deal 
with it would be most mischievous. 

Mr. Puiumore withdrew his motion, and Mr. Ford’s amendment be- 
came the substantive motior. 

The motion to proceed to the next business was carried with three dis- 
sentients. 

Commerctat Lists. 


Mr. Erngst Topp (London) had given notice to move: ‘ That, 
having regard to the success and ——. of the ‘Commercial List,’ it 
is advisable that a committee should be appointed to consider the necessity 
of framing rules to govern such list and the cases put into it, with a view 
of submitting a report and recommendations on the subject to the coun- 
cil and to the Rule Committee, and that such ttee be now ap- 
pointed.’’ He wished, however, as a late hour had been reached, to with- 
draw the motion. 

Mr. Lake suggested that Mr. Todd should read a paper upon the 
subject at the forthcoming provincial meeting at Liverpool. The subject 
required a great deal of discussion. 

Mr. Topp said that the only point which occurred to him was that the 
list was now a young list. It might be eaid to be in its infancy, and if 
rules were to be of any use, they should be passed mptly. He had 
mentioned the subject to one of the jrdges, and had received an 
intimation of his approval of the idea. His motion was not as to framing 
the rules, but that it should be referred to a committee to consider. 

Mr. Munton hoped the subject would be adjourned until after the Lon; 
Vacation. There was already a committee sitting which was dealing with 
these points, and it would be very inconvenient to attempt to discuss a 
motion of this kind at this meeting. 


Mr. J. T. Arxmson (Selby) said, as the president of the Yorkshire 
aa Society, that his society wished to have an opportunity of considering 
the questions. 

Mr. Forp asked Mr. Munton whether this point was under considera- 
tion. 

Mr. Munron replied that there was a Legal Procedure Committee of the 
council sitting, and this special point had been under their special con- 
sideration for several weeks, and every member of the committee was 
thoroughly alive to the good suggestion made rs Mr. Todd, though they 
could not perhaps carry it out in the form Mr. Todd wished for. 

Mr. Topp eaid he did not desire it to be put in any particular form. 
He merely wished that the nee should be considered as to whether 
or not rules should be framed. He then withdrew the motion. 


Notice or Annvat General Megrine. 


Mr. Forp had given notice to move ‘‘ That in the opinion of this 
it is most undesirable to discontinue the practice of giving to each member 
of the society a separate notice of the day and when the annual 
general meeting of the members of the society will take place.”” He asked 
whether the council thought the requirements of the matter were 
a met by the present practice of advertising the meeting in the 
egal papers. 

Mr. Green said it was difficult to attach any significance to the motion. 
There was no such practice to diecontinue. 

- ——— fe 2 was formerly the practice, but the bye-laws 
which were ted twelve months ago regulated the present practice 
and there had oon no alteration. Ks F 
Mr. Forp withdrew the motion. 
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Mr. Topp said that was so, but there should be some modification of 
the motion. He would suggest that it should be that if the solicitor had 


been in practice for, say ten years, and that if he be then called to the 
bar, five out of the ten years should count as to . He really did 
not think that the whole number of years a solicitor have practised 


should count. 
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barrister might take the position of so many standing 
had only just besome a solicitor, but might fe not be very ' 


i 
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poy be pdpeepert ne cap hwnd eth pew tnrgss hee faye 
n , butav man amongst gowns. would in many 
cases not got beieta, besnman be walges be the leader. It required very 
careful consideration in. the intereats of solicitors before the resolution’ wes 
passed. It would be a good Ming that te consideration dbeeliibe 

and that it discussed throughout the country so that 
t ht be discovered whether there was anything in the point worth 


co g. 
Mr. Loxton said he did not insist that 


; should be admitted that a man of many 
years standing should not be junior to young men who had gone, perhaps 


as clerks from his own office. 

Mr. Hy. Roscoz (London), that an Act of Parliament would 
be required. It would be pass the. resolution, unless they were 
a ga Ce 

r. T. Rawiz 
next business, w was & 


agreed to. 
Je ee Oe moved by Mr. Forp and seconded by 
Mr. Arxrnson, the proceedings. 


The following are extracts from the annual of the council :— 
Number of members.—The society now of 7,467 of 
Kove: olnall Sno eoulay-daaeie thateerpereeriien afi deducting 
ve 5 ‘the loss 
by death and other causes, the decrease is 23. The number of 
solicitors who took out certificates for the year 1895 was upwards of 15,200. 
Finances of the society.—The council have had under consideration the 
am 'y-increasing ture of the society, and the weg a 
from eg ep en ery Rene clerks, with 
result that for some years the expenditure exceeded the income. The 
iecoeneed capendiiase ts dus pelmathy (0 Gr aueies on the 
articled fund over the receipts on account of that the details 
of which are set out below. There is also a continual increase of expen- 
diture due to the consideration of constantly-recurring proposals for 
Bille is Pastiament sy cusputeey oie Inodtiar taaine foes 
or and 
part of the society : correspondence between the council and 
on matters the 
by the such 
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Statutory Committee on discipline, and the costs allowed in certain cases 
parties who appear before them, as provided by the Act of 1888: To 
costs of bringing the reports of this committee before the High Court, 
to taken in matters of professional interest brought 
the courts at the instance of members of the society, such as the 
case relating to audience in county courts, and numerous ap 
with the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. Some of these duties 
imposed on the society by statute, and others are undertaken by it for 
benefit and advantage of the public and profession, both in town and 
try, and none of them can be abandoned ; it is therefore necessary 
additional funds be provided, and the council asked the various 
—_ law societies to send representatives to confer with them on the 
mode 
Insti 
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ub 


Fees 


of doing this. A conference was accordingly held at the Law 
tution on the 2nd of February last, at which it was decided that an 
effort should be made to induce the Government to increase the annual 
certificate fee payable to the society from 5s. to £1, and to reduce the 
annual certificate duty, and that the subscriptions of members should be 
increased. The council accordingly communicated with the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer on the subject, and urged upon him the claims of the 
. They have not yet obtamed the coneent of the Government to 
teration, but the council are encouraged to make another attempt 
im the same direction early next year. In pursuance of the resolution 
at the conference, the subscriptions of members have been raised 
£2 2s. London and £1 Is. country (members admitted to practice lers 
than three years paying half). The income and expenditure account for 
the year 1894 shews, from the causes above stated, an excess of expendi- 
ture over income amounting to £629 14s. 7d. 
sane © Srenesin ev sale or mortgage, funds for investment, and clerk- 
ships.— council again desire to draw the attention of members to the 
value of the istry, which has now been established over seven years, 
and which les them to negotiate sales, mortgages, and other invest- 
ments for their clients without the intervention of agents. The registers 
continue to be of considerable service to the profession, as evidenced by 
the large number of daily searches in and entries made upon them, not- 
withstanding the changes which the council in 1893 found it absolutely 
to make in order to minimise the expense of the working, by 
the discontinuance of the issue gratis of the printed monthly list, and by 
charging certain small fees fur such lists and for entries on the various 
registers. It is ho that the profession will make still greater use of 
the registers, as by doing so the registers will become more useful to the 
y. The Register of Clerkships Vacant has been con- 
siderably used by solicitors since the fee of 2s. 6d. for each entry 
was charged, as shewn by the numerous entries and appointments ob- 
tained. 


g 


Other professional matters.—During the past year 6 solicitors who were 
con of various offences, have, on the application of the society, been 
struck off the roll. Convictions under the 12th section of the Solicitors 
Act of 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 68) have been obtained against 13 unqualified 

; and in several cases in which proceedings were taken, the un- 
qualified persons, though not convicted, were ordered to pay costs. Ap- 
for the renewal of certificates which had been allowed to lapse 
or more than one year have been dealt with, and either refused or granted 
on conditions including the payment of fines to the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue. Several ap against the council refusing to author- 
ize the renewal of certificates were heard by the Master of the Rolls, but 
in each case his lordship upheld the decision of the council. The council 
have found it necessary to oppose several applications for restoration to 
the roll, with the result that the Master of the Rolls declined to make any 
order on them. 

Calendar and law list.—It will be remembered that the Calendar and Law 
Directory of the Incorporated Law Society was published in the year 1881, 
and four following years, by the society itself, the price being 2s. 6d. to 
members, 5s. tonon-members. The result of this publication involved the 

in a considerable loss, owing to the fact that the cost of production 

ly exceeded the price charged. From the year 1886 to 1890 the calendar 

was published by Messrs. Kelly & Co. at the request and under the authority 
of the ted Law Society, but at the risk and for the profit of 
Messrs. Kelly, who declined to continue it after 1890, and in the year 1891 
the publication of the calender and supplement was undertaken by the 
’ Law Stationery Society (Limited), and the calendar has since 
published by them annually, the price being 6s. to non-subscribers 
58. to subscri The Law List has been published annually for over 
by Stevens & Sons (Limited) and their predecessors in business, 
and since 1860 there has appeared on its title-page a statement that it is 
com so far as relates to ial pleaders, conveyancers, solicitors, 
and notaries, by the Controller of Stamps, and “ Per se by 
authority of the Commissioners of Inland Revenue.” e effect of 


“arte 
§ 


isting e Commissioners of Inland Revenue 

and Stevens & Sons, by which the official information was to be supplied 
by the Commissioners exclusively to Stevens & Sous, and it was therefore 
im to make the list of solicitors contained in the Law Society’s 
legal evidence: but it having been ascertained that the contract 

between the Commissioners of Inland Revenue and Stevens & Sons 
would eapize in November, 1895, the council have had interviews with the 
, who have agreed to give to the society, concurrently with 

Stevens & Sons, the authority referred to in the 22nd section of the 
Solicitors Act 1860, 23 & 24 Vict. 0,127. Having obtained this concession 
from the Inland Revenue, the council, feeling the importance of having 
One authorized book only, and that emanating from this society, have 





entered into an arrangement with Stevens & Sons that they should transfer | 








to them the right to publish a list authorized under the Act, on the 
terms that they indemnify the society against any royalty paid to the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue for the authority given to the 

under the Act ; that Stevens & Sons take all rieks, and pay to the society 
a royalty. The new Law List is to bear on the face of it a statement that 
it is published by the authority of the Incorporated Law Society. 

Stamping deeds relating to apportioned rents.—On the 17th of September 
last the Commissioners of Inland Revenue issued a circular to the effeot 
that, where a property subject to a rent-charge or a ground-rent is sold 
in lots subject to a proportionate part of the rent, and the owner of the 
rent is no party to the apportionment, the ad valorem stamp duty was pay- 
able not only on the pure: -money paid, but also on the amount of the 
apportioned rent-charge calculated at twenty years’ purchase, and that 
this extra duty would have to be paid on all deeds within a period of three 
months. This construction of the Stamp Act was admittedly not in ac- 
cordance with the previous practice either of the profession or of the Com. 
missioners, but the council considered that it was correct and could not be 
successfully contested. The attention of the council having been called 
to the inconvenience and hardship that would arise if deeds executed 
before the date of the circular were required to be stamped within three 
months, they addressed a communication to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue urging them to extend the facilities for ——— such deeds, and 
after an interview between the Commissioners and a deputation from this 
society and from the Lancashire Law Societies, the Commissioners issued 
a circular to the effect that all such deeds dated before the Ist of January, 
1895, would be adjudicated as pepeny stamped without the payment of 
any further duty and without any limit as to the time within which they 
may be sent in for adjudication. All deeds dated after the lst of January, 
1895, have to be stamped in accordance with the circular of the 17th of 
September. This arrangement was considered by the council to be a 
satisfactory solution of the difficulty. 

Stamps on partial releases of mortgages.—A somewhat similar question 
arose as to the proper stamp to be paid on a partial release of a mortgage 
debt and a transfer of the balance of the mortgage debt to a new lender 
by a deed to which the original mortgagee was a party and the original 
proviso for redemption was released and a new proviso for redemption 
ey bys of the reduced debt substituted; and an application was 

e to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue to issue a similar circular. 
The Commissioners replied, on the 2lst of June, 1895, “‘ that, according 
to their experience, instruments of such a nature are not numerous, and 
they do not think that the issue of a circular is necessary to explain the 
proper mode of stamping such instruments. The board, however, will 
consider favourably any application to impress further duty without 
penalty on an instrument precisely similar to those which have been 
adjudicated, which has been erroneously stamped with transfer duty only, 
if such application is received before January 1, 1896.’’ 

Adjudication of stamps on deeds.—At the request of some members the 
council applied to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue to make arrange- 
ments for receiving by post deeds sent to them for adjudication as to the 
proper stamps; but the commissioners declined to grant this application, 
stating that it is necessary that some person should attend witi the deeds 
who is capable of giving explanations when required. 

Finance Act, 1894—JIncome tax allowance.—Numerous inquiries have been 
made of the council as to the proper allowance to be made by landlords to 
tenants of houses for income tax under Schedule A, under section 35 of the 
Finance Act, 1894. The council are of opinion that where the landlord 
does the repairs the tenant should only pay income tax on five-sixths of 
the asi annual value, and the landlord is only obliged to allow the 
income tax on five-sixths of the rent paid by the tenant to the landlord. 
When the tenant does the repairs he is entitled to deduct the income tax 
on the full amount of rent paid by him to the landlord. 


(Zo be continued.) 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 3rd and 4th July, 
1895.— 


Andrews, Charles George Williams Cooper, John Campbell 

Andrews, Robert Harry Crawshaw, George Henry 

Anstee, Harold Edward Davies, Daniel John 

Atkins, Robert Percy Woodhouse Davies, Evan Richard 

Awdry, Robert Frederick Davy, George Edmund 
jam 


Boyes, Frederick Charles bese ade 
Breakwell, John Howard Dic ,» Duncan 
Dobb, Richard Barrett 


Bremner, Coles Alexander 

Broome, Geoffre Dundas, Charles Percival Diiring 
Brown, Southgate Eastwood, Frank 

Burnie, Edward Alfred Evans, David Bowen 

Butler, Alfred Warren Evans, Herbert James 

Calcott, Mowbray Berkeley Gambles, Kenneth Henry 
Childs, Borlase Elward Wyndham Geare, John Walter 

Clewer, George John Gibson, James Baily 


Colyer, Leonard Edmeades Tempest Gilbert, Harold John 


ke, Edmund Gosden, Oscar George 
Cooper, Fletcher 


Hannay, Erskine 





July 27, 1895. ’ 
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Harker, Harold Edward Robertson, Hugh Lander 
Harral, Francis Monckton Rowland, 
Hatch, Harry Augustus Riist, Oateret Anderson 


Hickson, Oswald Squire Sampson, Percy Vernon Montagu 
Holden, Edmund Geoffrey Saunders, Thomas 

Hopkin, Arthur Sharratt, Walter James 

Howard, George Frederick Thomas Sharrott, Oswald Henry 

Jackson, Douglas William i 
Jenkins, John 

Johnson, Louis Stanley 
Jobnstone, William Yuile Solomon, Phineas 

Kenwood, John Daniel Stallon, Horace Vincent 
Martin, Lionel Henry Trafford Strachan, Bernard 

Mills, George Thomas Streeten, John Paget Maule 
Molesworth, Eric Nassau Stuart, Thomas 

Monckton, Christopher Cecil Tancock, John Lewis 

Moon, Leonard James Thompson, Joseph Indermaur 


Smith, James Muir 


Morgan, Richard Thomas Tonkin, Samuel 
Morton, James Travers, John Francis 
Mulholland, William Tuson, George 


Padmore, Percy Leigh 

Parker, Joseph Wilkins 
Payne, Horace 

Payne, John Melvin 

Platts, David John 

Preston, Charles Leonard 
Prior, Bernard Henry Leathes 
Pritchard, Guy Murray 
Roberts, Ernest Edward 
Roberts, Richard 


Walker, Percy Milnes 

Walters, Walter Morgan 

Walters, Willie James 

Warmington, George Edward Dudley 
White, Raymond Gilbert 

Wilson, Robert Callwell 

Winnett, Howard 

Woollard, Alfred Ernest 

Youatt, Edgar 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death of Professor Rupotr von Gnztst, of Berlin, on Sunday last is 
announced. He originally entered the legal profession, but in 1844 was 
appointed professor at Berlin University, and devoted himself thence- 
fon ward entirely to the study and the teaching of jurisprudence. He was 
the author of several works on English constitutional law. 


Mr. Rozsert Fow err, solicitor, the head of the firm of Fowler & Co., of 
28, Victoria-street, Westminster, solicitors and Parliamen agents, 
died on Sunday last, at the age of 65. Mr. Fowler was admitted in 1852, 
and had been concerned in many important undertakings, including the 
City and South London Railway and the Salt Union (Limited). He was 
a brother of Sir John Fowler, the civil engineer. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. O. W. Owen, M.A., solicitor, has been appointed resident lecturer 
to the Liverpool Board of Legal Studies. Mr. Owen was formerly a 
scholar of St. John’s College, Cambridge. He was twelfth wrangler in 
the year 1890, and Clement’s-inn prizeman, Daniel Reardon prizeman, and 
Enoch Bartey prizeman in 1893. The object of the appointment, which 
is a new one, is to complete the Board’s scheme of work, by providing 
tuition, both in class and privately, in all the subjects required for the 
examinations of the Incorporated Law Society. 


Mr. Frank Ospatpeston, solicitor, of 33, Chancery-lane, London, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Affidavits for the High Court, Fort 
William, Bengal, and Commissioner for taking acknowledgments of 
Marricd Women in respect of property in India. 


Mr. Samvuzi Saw, jun., solicitor, of the firm of Saw & Son, 52, Queen 
Victoria-street, E.C., and Greenwich, 8.E., has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths and Acknowledgments for the Courts of Western 
Australia in the City and County of London. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrion. 


Dovertas Hexon Marraniz, Grornce Joun Epuunp ps Beavvorn Tsr- 
RELL, Solicitors (Hancock, Marrable, & Terrell), 8a, New-inn, Strand. July 
13. (Gazette, July 19. 





GENERAL. 
Mr. William Wollaston Karslake, Q.C., and Mr. Joseph Francis Leese, 
Q.C., were knighted by the Queen on the 18th inst. 


The annual ladies’ night debate of the Hardwicke Society took place on 
the 18th inst. in the dle Temple Hall, by permission of the treasurer 
and masters of the bench. The chair was occupied by the president, Mr. 
W. W. Grantham. 


At the Auction Mart, on Friday week, Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 


Farmer, & Bri held a sale of freehold ground-rents in Creechurch- 
lane, Leadenhall-street. Prices varying from 27 to 31 years’ pur- 
chase were realized, although the reversions would not in for upwards 


of 75 years. 


The Albany Law Journal reports Mr. Choate as , at the commence- 


ment exercises of the Harvard Law School: “ Why is it that such an 














enormous number of lawyers and judges are 

wants of the American people? Take our State of New York, with 
pene Ha the Oo seen oe oreo toderal felgee, and judge 
seven ju of the Court one 

in =o of the counties, ot number, for and legal b 
making 140 ju to meet the wants of 7,000,000 
understand it, aoe Set ee See wi 

people, finds 32 judges of the first class ample for all her wants.”” 


000,000 

Mr. Bruce Joy, says the Times, has recently executed for the benchers 

of Lincoln’s-inn a replica of the bust of Earl Cairns, which he made some 
years ago. The benchers were desirous of having in the inn 


selected for this purpose 
the opinion of those most qualified to j , the best representation of 
the dutinguished never statesman. bust has been placed in the 


vestibule of the hall of Lincoln’s-inn, and is pronounced by all who have 
seen it to be an excellent likeness. 


A literary man, says the Central Law. Journal, stood up in a Chicago 
Police Court to answer to a charge of vagrancy. ‘‘I object, your honour,’’ 
he said, with dignity, ‘‘to this prosecution of 
profession of letters and—’’ ‘‘I understand,” Pay eee the magis- 
trate, ‘‘ that you were found sl 
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visible means of support, and that 
of liquor.” - ‘* What of it?” cried the prisoner. ‘‘ Though I 


am as poor 
as Richard Savage, when he made his bed in the ashés of a factory, 
as drunken as Dick Steele, as ragged as Goldsmith, when he was on his 
fiddling tour, as dirty as Sam Johnson, as—’’ ‘There, there,” cried the 
trate impatiently, ‘‘ I have no doubt that your associates are a dis- 

reputable lot, and I shall deal with you in sucha manner as to cause them 
to give this town a wide berth. Seven days with hard labour. Mr. Clerk, 
furnish the officer with the names of the vagabonds mentioned by the 
prisoner.”’ 

At the Stafford ag a the Deity Xie Mr. ustice Seniies ma 
been the ts) w regard to bail. 
who Binge with wee fone little more than the technical fl met. 


concealing the birth of her illegitimate 
for trial, and it appeared that she had 
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default of being able to find bail, two sureties in £20 each. The fol- 
lowing colloquy took place between the j end the constable who got 


up the case: ‘‘ Were you afraid she would run away ?’’—*‘ No one 
forward.’’ ‘‘I did not ask you that. I asked you ee 
she would run away.” ‘‘ No, my lord.” 

the bail?’’ ‘‘ The magistrates.” ‘ Do you know of any one 
is her friend, or whom she knows, who has got £20 to bless himself 
self with?’’ ‘‘I could not say.” ‘‘ You never ip 9 she 
bail for that amount?” ‘No one offered.” ‘‘ You not 
question. Did you ever sup; 
had plenty of friends,’ ‘ "t talk 
committed for serious offences admitted to bail, and 
who only endeavoured to conceal her shame or misfortune is not 
bail at all.”” The girl was sentenced nominally to two days’ 
ment, and was at once released. 
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prison- 








An issue is announced of £200,000 Four-and-a-Half per Cert. Perpetual 
Debenture Stock by the British Steamship Investment Trust (Limited). 
Sealed tenders must be delivered by noon on the Ist of August at the 
offices of the Trust, Gracechurch-street, E.C. price 
for each £100 of stock. £100,000 of this issue is to take the place of 
£100,000 Four-and-a-Half per Cent. ne Sa debentures. 
Holders of over £95,000 of the terminable debentures have consented to 
the conversion, and any holders whose assent may not be obtained will be 
paid off. The directors invite tenders for the remainder. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
Rora or Reowrsans 1x ATrenpaxcE on 




















Date Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
fo. 2. Curry. Nozrua. 
~~ ad Lavie 
Farmer Lavie 
tolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice - Mr, Justice 
; Rouse. 
Monday, Jilly ...........0+00++- 4 Mr. Pugh Mr. Se aaa Mr. Gove 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
Pugh Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
Oup anv Rare Fine Insurance P &c., wanted to a 
Collection.—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. O., 76, Cheavside, _ 


[Apvr.] 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, July 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep m CHaycery. 


Arcas Piatixe Co, Lonrezp ~iy Liquipatiox)—Creditors are “yoy on or before Aug 
addresses, and eir debts or claims, to 


to send their names and en « 
James eee Dae ant end Scott, 9, Old Jewry chbrs. Fielder, 3 and 4, Lincoln’s- 
or 


uidators 
0O0L, Seuuren—Ceiioess ane required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
their names and addresses, x. = a their debts or claims, to James Lovell 
chbrs, 
Currow Agus Hore: Co (Lyrua), gee are required, on or before ane 
send their names and , and particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Thomas Blane 
Cnracczr Casex Gotp Mixes Co, Liurrep— Creditors are required, on or before 3, to 
addresses, and the mR 


2 
i 


i 


send their names and particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Ta Carr, Monument House, Monumen’ veen Hauldetor Stanna: eap, het my 
Iuae Kraatry, Lianrreo—Creditors tape required, on or before “a 19, to send their names 

and addresses, and the debts or claims, to Mr Montague Gluckstein, 

14, West a Lewis t eae Ely plave, Holborn, solors to liquidator 
Jamuzs Axnorp & a are required, on or before aug 8 $1, to send 

their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to John 





Edward Champey, Abchurch chmbrs eee & Co, a solors for liquidator 
worse teers 7 ‘aPer Co, ey ty or before Ax 31, to send 
and addresses, and th 6 patlietions of their "debts or claims, to Frederick 
eter , 19, Coleman st. Mortis, Walbrook, solor for liquidator 
W: r— Muixixo Co, et yo emngenl P di are ; Re 
the send their addresses. e a then 
tsahn William Woodthorpe, Leadenhall st. Wihtame & Neville Austin 
Friars, mie liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Baomuizy Co-orgrative Buiipers, Limirep, 4, Ravensbourne rd, Bromley, Kent. July 6 
Porrmayrgav anp Truxx Maxers’ Propvorive Society, Liuitep, khart’s a 
Rooms, Covent Garden. J 





‘uly 6 
London Gazette—Tursvay, July 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
CLoarep m Caaworrr. 

Cuznrnirveat Gotp Paocess anv Fixe Repuction Corporatioy, Limirep—Creditors are 
required, on or before = 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 4 
their debts or claims, to Henry Burrell, 165, Fenchurch’ st Crawley, solor, 5, 
Chancery lane 

Cusnan-Wariout Patext Construction Co, Limrrep (in ees See are 
required, on or before A = & to send their names and ad particulars of 
their debts 0 or > dicen, to William Henry Fox, | 9, Austin Friars 

Dory’s Horst, Linirep—Creditors are on or before Aug 22, to send their names 
and and the particulars of pee claims, to Al Alfred Ernest Webster, 
24, Gt Winchester st Osborn & Osborn, Copthall avenue, ‘solors for liquidator 

Duvat ey ey oe FOR am Luuitep— Petn =A Rom up, presented July 17, 
directed to be heard on Jul Hubbard, 20, Ely place, Holborn, solor for petner. 
ig teh of appearing must reac’ the abovenamed not ler than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 

InrerwatTionaL Prevumatic Ty ~* te Liurtep—Petn for winding u: ted July 18, 

to be Harriso 


d on July 3 m & Davies, 30, Bedford-row, agents for 
Hooper & Ryd 








Birmingham, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 30 
Missous: Miwine axp Lanp Sywpicats, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before 
10, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Ronald St , Broad st House, Old Broad st. Hicks & Co, 13, Old Jewry ng 


solors for 
Norrineuam NING ees Barperton) Limirep—Creditors are required to send 
their names and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Mr. 


Baker, 39, Bennett's hill, Birmingham, in the United Kingdom on or before 
Aug 26, and ha Nov9. Dale & Co, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 
Benerit Seomes or | oF prenantene JonapaB Text Frizypiy Society, Board School, Bala, 


Merioneth. July 
Femare Parent | ‘7 or Recuanites, Board School, Bala, Merioneth. July 13 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 19. 
Jonpay, Many, Folkestone July 26 Hops v Jordan, Chitty, J Bradley, Folkestone 





London Gazette.—Tuusvay, July 23. 
Curscu, Faepericx Joseru, Gravesend, Corn Dealer Aug 30 Horsnaill vy Clinch, Keke. 
wich,J T thend on 


‘olhurst, Sou! 
Scuecier, Herweicn Faigperica, Sugden rd, hereto el, 8.W.,Gent Aug 31 
y Gunner, Kekewich, J. Perrett, Queen V . <n 


Tayior, Henay Avyrep Kinsey, reson dn N.8. = s ue Taylor v Taylor, Chit ty, 
Carter, Great St Helens ‘ . i: 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, July 19. 
ome Grorce, Elderslie, nr Dorking, Surrey, Esq Aug 30 Francis & Johneoa, 
Brapsuaw, Tuomas, Sibbertoft, Northampton, Farmer Aug 24 Whitton, Towcester 
Catpwe., Mancaret, Warrington Sept1 Browne, Warriogton 
Donmay, James, Durham, Innkeeper Sept 30 Chartres & Youll, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Drow.ey, Hexny Wii.14m, Hastings Sept2 Jones & Glenister, Hastings 
Prevocws, | Gan the ym Wittiam Henry Apavzent, Wilton pl,W Sept1 Day & Co, 
Ni st, 
Fonrtete, Parties, Tottenham Sept 15 Tate, Leadenhall st 
Grieey, Saran, Twickenham Aug 22 Ruston & Co, Brentford 
Hapwen, Geonce Burcgss, Halifax Sept2 Walker, Halifax 
Haxcock, Lucy, Stoke Bishop, Glos Sept 2 Lawford, Coleman st 
Hanrnison, Epwakp, Honor Oak pk, Surrey, Publisher Augi1 GJ Vanderpump & Son, 
Gray’s inn 
eS... Axx, Westbourne pk rd Aug 31 Scott, Austinfriars 
Hissurp, Evtey, Warwick Sept 14 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Hueugs, Sevens, Stoke Bishop, Glos, Wine Merchant Aug 31 Wansbrough & Co 
Bri 
J acon, Spam Rupotrx Aveust, Liverpool, Cornmiller Sept 1 Williams & Co, Wake- 
Kwieutiey, Caagtotre Hanyang, Brighton Aug 23 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Lacy, Mantanna, Cornwall mansions, South Kensington Aug22 Bompas & Co, Great 
Winchester st 
Lavzexce, Aataur Joves, Clapham pk, Surrey, Esq Aug 31 Thorowgood & Co, Cop- 
thall court 
Lxwex, Cart Voy, Munich, Germany, Bank Manager Aug 23 Rehders & Higgs, 
incing lane 
Lewis, Kosenrt, Fishguard, Pembroke Aug24 Tombs, Fishguard 
Perry, Avovstus, Melksham, Wilts Aug 31 Smith, Melksham 
Poo.ey, Joun Hewyry, Scotter, Clerkin HO Sept7 Pooley, Sloane st 
Rosewxpusca, ~ eae Augsburg, Germany, Banker July 31 Rehders & Higgs, Min- 
cing 
Gantees, =e ) g, Lincoln’s ion, Barrister at Law Aug 15 Wastell & Ruddock, 
eet 
SHERWOOD, i Henry, Norwood Sept1 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Were, Henry, Southowram, York, Esq Aug 31 Chambers & Chambers, Brig- 
Wanngy, Seana Caruenixe, Hyde Park,W Sept 30 Jansen & Co, Finsbury circus, 
a Wim, Newcastle upon Tyne, Bricklayer Augi7 Clarke, Newcastle upon 
e 
Westueap, Ropert Epwarp Grorce Cuapre.y, Eastbourne, Esq fept 1 Orford & 
Sons, Manchester 
Youne, re | apenas, Orlingbury, Northampton, Esq Sept 2 Burch & Co, Spring 
ne, 
Youne, Heyry, Stratford, Essex, Baker Aug 31 Preston, Stratford 


Waknineo To InTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lesszrs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr. ] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszetie.—Faivay, July 19. 
> eee ORDERS. 


x, Bromsgrove, Chemist Worcester 
ees tad Ord Jay 17 a w - 
itcher orcester t 
Julyi6 Ord Julyise - 
Anwr, James Wares Stockton on Tees, an 
Stockton July 13 Ord July 13 

Staffs, Late Clothier Hi rmer 
une 28 Ona ae a8 . — 
i, Taomas Cotenicx, Mosel 


Brass, Evar, 


July 16 Ord July 16 
Grosso, Tuomas, 8 bi 
ham 


GovuLp, eaten Soe 
Pet Jul July 13 


moh Joux, 


Stonemason TAbenneetaa 
Fenimore, ALrrep, » 


rook, 
Pet my 70 Grd Fah ae 
Oldham, 


Hamurnstey, E, & Sons, N 
N m 


Worcestershire, Grocer ottingham Pet July 5 
‘orcester Pet July 16 Onl: rf 16 Horxixs, Joux Wess, Aston, Warwickshire, Builder’ 
Pet July15 Ord July 15 


mam,  Wensnano, Mevetesbwent, Grocer Pembroke Dock | | Mansrretp, Haroip Avaustvus, Sane, Engineer High 
et July15 Ord Linntthengel 15 Co sii 


urt Pet July17 Ord July 1 
| Massox, Wintian, Bucks, Nurseryman Windsor 


"Pet Pet July 16 Ord ‘Guly 16° uly 16 Ord July 16 


Coventry Pet ay | ALrrep, ~ y “7 pace eaenael High Court 


M “Ges - et a id K Miller Ton 
orris, Groner Harry, urst, Kent, er 
Batinghom, Builder Bir- 4 bridge Wells Pet Rn Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

—— eet Eowarp Gopo.rain, Grosvenor 
» Sines Gléhem igh Court Pet June 14 Ord July 17 


crant 
Gunman OL. Asaxasoen, M Suffolk, | Parry, Evan Evay, onshire, 
Fa Gt Yarmouth Pet July 15, Ord J Pet July 15 Ord Jul 15 


uly 15 
ham, Timber Merchants 
July 17 


thenware Dealer Kings 
ton upon Hull Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

J Perens & ( & Co, Hop Southwark High Court 
s Pet June 27 Ord July 17 


Pewry, Georas Wit.tam, Hull, 


Bray, Watter, Mas’ Rotherham, Yorks, Parsce, Avsert Watout, Bradford, Wool Merchant Brad- 
Butcher Sheffield Pet July 16 Ord July 16 Oak Pee saris Od Sa ie” eammer Pembroke | "ford Pet duly 17 Ord July 17” 


Catvert, Gzorar, ions 
Pet July 13 Ord Jal 


Metal Broker Leeds Jowns, Wists, Dalston Aigh Court Pet June 20 Ord Roravex, Euuex, 
Ricamoxp, Voridge, Lanes, Clothier Staly- July tumier High 
bridge Pet July § Grd Sul 9 ’ y Joupas, Tuowss, Birmingham Birmingham Pet July 17 | Sanpens, Jony, 


Camden rd, Holloway, Theatrical Cos- 

Court Pet July 13. Oni July 13 
Durham, Wine Merchant Durham Pet 

July 16 Ord July 16 


Subnet Ond July 15" Dealer Leicester Pet | Kensnaw, = gh Payye, Widnes Liverpool Pet June ees sg Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet July 6 Ord 


29 Ord July 16 


cage Jauns, Neath ra Ale Merchant Neath Pet | Lewim, Tuomas mous, New 


July 15 Ord July 17 Nottingham Pet J 
Dawes, Josern, , Auctioneer High Court Pet 
"July 10 Ord July 10 = lavvfictuallce Birk 





July 16 Ord July 16 
ualler Birkenhead Pet July15 Ord July 15 





Basford, Notts, Joiner sur, Heuer, Liverpool, Butcher Liverpool Pet Jaly 16 





“July 15 





i > 8 Wiuutam, Td verpool, Master Mariner Liverpool sa 
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Wa.ven, Faepentck Jouw Cuarces, and Jonn Ricuarp 
Watvex, Bournemouth, ders Poole Pet June 27 
Ord July 15 

Wanp, Mania, Bawtry, Yorks, Draper Sheffield Pet 
July 16 Ord July 16 

Warrorrave, Vixcent, Nottingham, Physician Notting- 
ham Pet July 17 ‘Ord July 17 

Wairsen, Wittiam Avau —_ Portland pl High Court 
Pet June 19 Ord July 15 

Waxgiseon, Joun Stow, Cottam, Notts, Labourer Lincoln 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Wiu1aMs, Jonny Henry, Ashton under Lyne. Reedmaker 
Ashton under Lyne Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Assanaus, JAcop, Cannon st, Furniture Dealer July 30 
at 12 me po! bl Carey st 

Apams, Wines LIAM J AMES, m, Racehorse Trainer July 
26 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Betsuaw, Wittiam, Altrincham, Joiner July 26 at 2.30 
Ogden’ s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Bovcuarp, Jane M, Worthing July 26 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Baowne, JAMES ‘Sonate, Leami: m, Plumber July 30 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Burter, WILLIAM Crosser, Oldham, Lancs, Butcher 
J 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, 
Oldham 

Campsett, Joux Heyry, Oldham, Lancs, Carter July 
26 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

Cuag.es, Ropert Epuu xp, Hertford rd, Kingsland, Com- 
mercial Traveller July 30 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

i oeeeet, J Bausiz, Villiers st, Officer July 30 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cuewo, WiLL1am, Penryn, Cornwall, Bus Proprietor July 
27 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Dawson, SAMUEL, Southport July 2 30 at 12 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Dest, Joun Baryes, Rotherham, Yorks, Brass Founder 
July 26 at 3.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Evans, Davip, Llanuwchilyn, Merionethshire, Farmer 
July 26 at 11.30 White Lion Hotel, Bala 

Fe.tows, Grorce Overton, Wolverhampton, late Stone 
Mason July 26at10 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Feximone, ALFRED, page oo Coppersmith July 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 17, Hertfo entry 

Fo..ett, Groror, Rosendal ay Dulwich, Grocer July 26 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

Geonce, Ricnanp Jouy, Liwynpia, Glam, Wine Merchant 
July 29 at 3 on Rec, Me ogy 

sg ARTHUR, ey, Staffs, Builder July 2at3 Off 

Newcastle agen Dad 

Ran] PHILeEMon ne. Ashton Somerville, Glos, 
Farmer July 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, 
Worcester 

Hiceins, Samuet James, Rotherham, Pawnbroker July 
W%at3 Off Rec, lane, Sheffield 

Horrs. Wit114m Jony, Eaton, Derbyshire, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer July 26 at 2.30 Off Rec, 8t 
James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Joxzs, Eowix, Swansea, Commission Agent July 26 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexand:a rd, Swansea 

Lioyp, Lewis Epwarp, Plymouth, Fruit Merchant July 
30 at11 10, Athenszeum terrace, Plymouth 

Metesoen, Dona.p, Cannon st July 30at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs. Carey st 


Mitvar, Joun.Patrerson, and Frepericx Eanest Yes 


Margate Chemists July 27 at12 Off Rec, 73, Vastl 
st, Canterbury 

Mixes, 5 bbw Vale, Mon, Root Dealer July 26 at 
12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


aoe, yh, E, Mosegess st, | we cemeaes July 29 at 
12 Bankruptcy bi Care’ 

Pacxer, James Cross, Neston, ‘Its, Farmer July 26 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Balisb’ 

Pateman, James, "ALFRED ATEMAN, and Artuur Parts- 
man, Surrey, Oil Merchant July 26 at11.30 24, Rail- 
way app, London Bridge 

‘ae s Ney, Manchester, Onion Merchant July 26 at 

Ogden’ schmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

mg } enn G OC, Kilburn, Gent July 29 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Paics, Joun Morcan, Abergavenny, Mon, Boot Maker 
July 26 at 330 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Rassirrs, Jamxs Wiiuas, Hampshire, Coal — 
July 27 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

July 29 at 2 Of 


Rezs, ty Porth, Glam, "Butcher 
ec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Rees, Joun Gaivrita Pontypridd, eam’ Cigar Merchant 
July 26 at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr T 
Row.tanps, Exias Joux, Sanen” Pestini Quarry 
Labourer July 30 at 12.45 Market Ha ) siaenes 
Festiniog 
pes, Hane, Even, Bow st, Theeatrical Costumier July 26 
12 


emg bidgs, Carey st 

Baxps, ¥asems, oa es upon Hull, Tailor July 27 at 
11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Sur, B haan Barnsley, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper July 
26 at 10.15 Off Ree, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

, Master Mariner July 29 at 

Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

TRouiey, Jouy, Gt Grimsby, Ship Builder July 27 at.11 
Of Kec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Turxsu.t, k W, Hexham, Bootmaker "aes 6at1045 Off 
Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Yuarxo, Lascanis ConsTANTINE, hest hant 
July 26 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, aan ene 


The follo amended notice is substituted for that 
publist in the London Gazette of July 16 :— 
Fouss, Joux Tuomas, Bradford, Grocer July 24 at 11 
Of Rec, 34, Manor row, Bradford 


HOMAS, Wii, Liv 
-O 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
Athoox, Joseru Piruas, Bromsgrove, Chemist Worcester 


Pet Jul rz L_ Ont daly 3 
» Butcher Worcester Pet 
Fuly'16 “Ord July 15 








Argmirt, James Naprrex, Stockton on Tees, 
Stockton on Tees Pet uly 18 Ord Jul 13 
oe igh Cour Kewxern Fr. aneeeres, © ° 


aay, a coven, Hotherbam, Yorks Yorks, a Sheffield Pet 


Bow x, ay Ne ne he Traveller Birmingham 

Pet July 9 Ord uly 16 
a Jonpax, Leamington, Plumber Warwick 
uly 10 Ord rd July 17 
oe! Leeds, Licensed Metal Broker Leeds 

rd July 13 

aang Sere, L, Manchester, Silk Merchant 
. Clothier 


Ord July 16° 
Coceax, Ricuuonxp, Staly 
Stalybridge Pet July 9 July 12 
Ex.uiort, CHarues, Swnaen Howanrp, B 
Staffs, Clothiers Burslem Pet June 11 


—_ 
Gusmain 
Pet Jul 


PG, 


July 17 
Evans, Davip, Coedladwr, Lianwuwehllyn, Merioneth- 
shire rexham Pet May 29 Ord July 16 
Evaxs, Evax, Lianfihangel-y-Croyddin, 
Stonemason July 16 


Aberystwyth July 16 

Fawcett, Ruicwarp, —, ‘ Civil 

egies Kingston upon Hi Pet y 18 Ord 
uly 


Pen be Aurrep, Rugby, Coppersmith Coventry Pet 
July 16 Ord July 16 
agi, Builder Birmingham 


Giossor, Tomas, 
Pet July 16 Ord July 17 

Goutp, Wit1t14m James, Oldham Milliner Oldham Pet 
July 4 Ord July 13 

a Henry, Redberth, Pembrokeshire, Farmer 

Dock Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

seeel Epwis, Swansea, Commission Agent Swansea Pet 
July 11 Ord July 16 

Keercu, Simeon warp, and Rosert Scowcrorr 
Howanta, Ottery 8t Mary, Devonshire, Brush Manu- 

= oe cate Pet July 3 Ord July 16 High 

IRKHAM, CHARLES Paraick avenue, Clerk 

Court. Pet May 31, Ord July 15 


Lewix, Taomas Hexny, New J Fasford, N Journey- 
man Joiner N Pet July 6 root Jal P.. 
Masson, Witiram, Colni , Bucks, Nurseryman 
tor Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
MILLINGTON, bbe pe Staffs, Miller Walsall 
Pet June 28 Ord J 
Pam, Souves, Ciiworth. " Glos, Farmer Cheltenham 
une 10 Ord July 15 
Seale , Evay, rnarvonshire, Boot 
Bangor 


Bethesda, Ca 

Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Psgarce, Henry, Manchester, Merchant 
ter Pet June 11 Ord July 17 


Pexx, George Wi.1am, ull, Earthenware Dealer 
upon Hull Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Paince, Autssrt Waient, —— , Wool 
radford Pet July 17 Ord Ji 
Rocers, Tomas, M et June 6 Ord 
Durham, Wine Merchant Durham Pet 
16 Ord July 16 
ee Engineer Brent- 


waLp A, Acton Hill, Electrical 

Pet June 15 Ord July 16 

Sxinner, Aurrep, South , Mineral Water Manufac- 

turer Brentford Pet May 22 Ord Julyi2_— 

Surrn, Haray, Dancer rd, Fulham, Builder High 
Pet May 22 Ord July 15 

fon. Liverpool, Butcher Liverpool Pet July 15 
18) 


July 16 
Syivester, Toma Victualler 
Wine Merchant High 


Sanpens, Jonn, 
Jul: 


birmingham "Pet July 12 2 Ord uly 16 


Wa iaces, Vincent, Wi 
Feb 22 


Warp, Mania, Bawtry, Yorks, 
Westen Ord July 16 Fhsceien 3 
—e INCENT, ysician Notting- 
ham Pet July 17 one July 17 
Witxinson, Jonn Notts, Labourer Lincoln 
Pet July 15 Ord Ta y 16 


London Gasette.—Tusspay, July 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axenoyp, Zaccugus, Potted, Yorks, Builder Bradford 
Pet July 20 Ord July 
ALLcock, ALFRED Rese! abet. Cattle Dealer Edmon- 
ton Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Bene, | Ft een Nottingham, Yarn Agent Notting- 
Pet July 13 Ord Juty 20 
BB... Auice, Sunderland, Draper Sunderland Pet 
July 17 Ord July 17 
Davies, Gairrira Joux Ress, Mountain Ash, 
typridd PetJuly 19 Ord July 10 
Dorxsirnorxs, Epwarp Grorce Moors, 
Brentford 


Froraxce, A W, _ ing pk, High Court Pet 
y y 
Goppagp, ‘eur tent, Kent High Court Pet 
une y i 
Gescory, Wiu11am Epxuunp, Wolverbampton, hier 
Wolverhampton Pet July 19 Ord July 20 
Hagais, Cuantzs Henay, Kent, Coal Mer- 


chant Maidstone Pet J July 18 
eee ts CAMPBELL, Whosbestear Wi Pet 


Lo ~ Fond = Hereford, Plumber Hereford 
ABLEY Epwa 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Magrin, Samuel oy pie Plumber Wolverhampton 
Me : nee a Jay Tobacconist Liverpool 
RRIMAN RISTIN: 
Est 19 Ord July 19 





— a Sete Saatetete Vaee 
Goong, > Ee ee 


Manchester, Mer- 
chant Manchester Pet June 24 ed duly iF 





Srarstnorr, Aice 
Exeter be te 4 Ord July 19 

Tay or, CHaRies Gent Pet 
June 12 Ord July 19 

Torxis, Hanvey, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet 
July Ord July 18 

Tarr, Hewny, Ric Blacksmith St Albans 
Fet July 17 Ord July 17 

Tusner, James , Blacksmith Col- 

zat um Bet July 17 Grd July 17 

EE. N Southampton 

Pet July 6 Ord Julyi9 

Wvarr, Daxret, Stanford , Berks, Farmer Read- 
ing Pet Julyi8 Ord July 

Amended notice for published in the Lon- 

Gazette of the 16th July :— 

Yates, James Wavcen, Joun Ciarxsox Row.tanpson 
Mixs, , Spinners Manchester Pet July 
12 Ord July 12 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Comemep Soap Co and Eozrron Corove ayo Cusmicat 
Mawvracrvuaine Co, Hulme, Manchester 
Ord Dec 18, 1894 Rescssn July 8, 1895 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


m “ Butcher July Siat 12 Of 


Copenhagen st, Worcester 
B. 4 Ancursatp, Edgbaston, Warwickshire, 
sna, Pea July 31 at 12 23, Colmore row, Birming- 


Bort, Cuaates, Wood 


ang) 638 Bankruptcy Carey st ‘ 


Bray, TER, ¥ Beef 
»,butaher July 30 at 8. Off Ree, lane Shefield 
nowy, Grorer ERT. uay ug 
atll Off Rec, Bedford 1s, Exeter 
Brows, Joux Moar, in Furness, Traveller Aug 6 
at ll 23, Colmore 
Bayayr, Wit oe aad Jaly 


AM, 
81 at 2 30 } M4 1%, 
Buregss, ALFRED 


Merchant July sietal Of io Alar ie, allt 


Cangonnne, Seq Ben Ua a te teats doen, 


cavtanr, Geom, Lend Motal Broker July Si at 11 Of 

“pat Of 1, Ben ee seed 
Consbeman, aah wey,U 8 A Augiatil Bank- 
, Milk Dealer July 30at12 Off 


Clerk in Hol 
Seles say 80 tl ves 


ey a = —— Manager July 31 
Lucas, Jamus, Lancs, Draper 21 at 2 County 
Mau. 


MALLinsox, and Tuomas Mansiey, ¥ 
— July 30 at 1 one 


or Langport, Auc- 


ham 
Pexys, Wit, Earthenware Dealer July 
¢ Rec, Trinity Hall 
Pan OF em Seely Rees et ls July 


ay Ll 
ae 


eas Sa ee eas 
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Aticock, ALrasp Rupp, Bowes pk, Cattle Dealer Edmon- 
ton Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Barwsy, Faaxnx Ancaisatp, Edgbaston, Toy Dealer 
May 9 Ord July 20 
1.114M Cou.ins, Barnoldswick — Watch- 
Bradford Pet 
Coorzr, Henry, 


et July 6 Ord July 1 
Leicester, Milk Dealer Ts ccster Pet 
July 15 Ord July 18 
Cravey, Avoustus Mig weg 3 Picead@fily, Gent High Court 
Pet April 25 Ord July 
Sheffield Pet June 


Reresen, Jone i saiy 1s Sheffield, Tailor 
Ferepay. sn heel Old Broad st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Jan 30 July 1 


Maxpes. A r’ F, St James's High Court Pet April 25 Ord 
iy 1 


Senaten, Henry, St Luke's, Furniture Manufacturer 
Court Pet June 22 Ord July 17 

Hopxixs, hogy hed Me ne Aston, Warwickshire, Builder’s 

ingham Pet July 15 Ord July 20 
Horres, Riemer Gees = court, Eastcheap, 
Builder Pet May 15 Ord July 

ies, Fo Tromas, Birmingham “Birmingham Pet July 17 

uly 18 


Tom, Birkenhead, Cheshire, 
20 


Pet July 13 Ord Jul 
Lorp, Cuartey Eowarp, Hereford, Plumber Hereford 
Warwick Pet 


Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Wolverhamp- 


Campse.., 
maker 


LitHeRrtaxp, Brewer's 


——— ALTER puee, Leamington 
June ill Ord July 

Maatiy, Sauvet, Bilan, fan, Stauber 
ton Pet July 18 Ord Jul — 

Morais, Geonos Harry, Speldhurst, Kent, Miller Tun- 

Wells Pet July 15 Ord July 20 

Owes, warp, Harrow rd, Builder Pontypridd Pet 
June5 Ord July 19 

Surrn, Frevericx, Worcester, Pianoforte Dealer Worces- 

Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
Sraintnorrs, Autice Tuaman, Crediton 
Exeter Pet July 19 Ord Jaly 19 

Tasken, a Wiuam, Stort, or iiahes Late 

| we og High Court Pet March 25 


Tioas, Witu1am Josern, North Shields, Hatter Newcas- 
tle on Tyne Pet May 16 = July 19 

Turaxsutt, Rosert Woov, Hexham, Northumberland, 
57 aker Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 3 Ord 
u 

Tunnen, dese Henrsear, © ksmith Couolches- 

Pet July 16 Ord Sele 17 
Wiese, ee Pan Halifax, Engineer Halifax Pet July 6 


Wings ee Tuomas, Lawford rd, Kentish Town, 
har High Court Pet Feb 11 Ord 


Waasane, Jounx fee Mpeas, Ashton under Lyne, Reed Maker 
under Lyne a July 10 Ord July 16 
bee Perer, ingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 


uly 8 Ord July 19 


Devonshire, 


" Ri 
I 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 29.—Mr, J. M. Nonmax, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Free- 
apa Leasehold Properties (see advertisement July 
P 


July 29.—Mesers. Sriwsox & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, Free- 
hold and Leasehold d Ground-Rents and Shop Property 
(see advertisement, July 20, p. 3). 

July to. Desernam, ne Oty Balding & Bawer- 
WATE! Mart, at 2 p.m., City Buildi ee 
Freehold ‘at Hendon ani Kingubary =~ (see ad- 
vertisements July 20, p. 4). 

July 30.—Messrs. Humpzrt, Son, & Fuiyt, at the Mart, at 
2p.m., -Ren ion, id and 
gp aaa &e. (see advertisement, July 20, 

July 31.—Messrs. Eowiw Fox & Bovsriatn, at the Mart, at 

Torquay Freehold Estate, also Residen- 
and te in Kent (see advertisement, 
July 20, p. 4). 
“we 1.- 7 ons sag re —t hay A we Ter hema ng 
it roens Ground Beste L Life 1 Polici See ae Gra) 
e ies, “ pa ” 
an other. Shares, also a Box in the 
(see advertisements this week, p 

Aug. 2.—Mr. Norzey, at the Mart, Freehold Pro 

Riou Fleet-street ( ee eB em July 


3). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JouRnat, 
266. Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the effice—cloth, 2s. Od., half law calf, 
6s. 64, 


SEALED TENDERS must be DELIVERED at the offices 
of the Trust, 81, Gracechurch-street, London, by noon, 
on THURSDAY, the ist AUGUST, 18965, and will be 
opened by the Directors at that hour. 


THE BRITISH STRAMSHIP INVESTMENT 
TRUST (Limited), 


ISSUE of £200,000 FOUR AND A-HALF PER CENT. 
PEEPETUAL DESENTURE STOCK. 


TRUSTEES. 
Charles Edward Barnett, Esq., 72, Lombard-street, E.C. 
Edward Pembroke, Esq., 8, Austinfriars, E.C. 
of Debenture Stock is as regards £100,000 to 


This issue 
take the place of £100,000 4} per Cent. existing Terminable 
Debentures. 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 
DEBENHAM. 


* 
& BRIDGEWATER to 
ESTATES, ee Co 





oF ined 7 
London, E.C. Te 





+ 


Holders of over £96,000 of the Terminable Deb 
have already their assent to the conversion, and 
f holder whose assent may not be obtained will be ‘paid 
off. 


The Directors INVITE TENDERS for £100,000 of the 
DEBENTURE STOCK. This Stock will bear interest at 
the rate of £4} per cent. per annum, payable half yearly on 
the ist day of January and ist day of July in each year, 
and no tender will be entertained at a less price than £110 
for each £100 of Stock, and the Stock will be issued to the 
highest bidders. 
The purchase money will = payable as follows :— 

£5 per cent. b~ icati 

D » otment, t together with the premium at 

ae * issued. 
on ist 

” on let January, 1896. 

panes will accrue from the ym ag dates of payment. 
The last instalment may, if desired, be on the Ist 
October, under discount at the rate of 3 per mB per 


annum. 
The Debenture Stock will be secured by a first vy 
charge executed by the Trust in favour of trustees f 

Debenture Stockholders on the whole of the assets of the 


Trust, which include the following securities :— 


= 


Present 
Market value. 
Consols, Indian and Colonial Government Stocks £36,000 
British eo ip Guaranteed Preference and ce 
nary Stocks ...... 

East Indian Railway. Deferred Annuities, ine 
Continental Gas Deb 

Debentures in Todustrial a eect Dock 
Stocks 

Foreign Railway Stocks pee ‘Bests. 

Other negotiable securities .. 


32,000 





Shares in Shipping Companies 
Aeveettes. nr Pnewe : shares have 
the 


sales of ieee property, and they estimate th 
present Value At .......00:0csssrerseresseerereses erccccesess 
Loans secured by first mortgage on steamships 

and bills sesatvetio (after deducting liability on 
bills discounted) 


see eetereeedesese ree eee 


£471,000 
Norg.—This amount of £471,000 will be increased by the 
cash proceeds of the present issue. 
The Stock will be registered in the names of the appli- 
cants or their nominees free of expense. 
Tenders must be made on the form accompanying the 
Prospectus. 


Should no allotment be made, the deposit money will be 
returned without deduction, and where the amount of de- 
benture Stock allotted is less than the amount applied for, 
the surplus will be applied in reduction of the amount 
eo on allotment. 
A quotation in the Official List of the London Stock Ex- 
change will be wd sc for in due course. 

Copies of the memorandum and articles of association 
and of the avaft trast deed may be inspected at the offices 
of the solicitors. 

Forms of tender can be obtained from the bankers or 
solicitors or at the offices of the Trust, 81, Gracechurch- 
street, London. 


The following are the directors, bankers, and officials of 
the Trust :— 


DIRECTORS. 
JOHN ASTE, Esq., Chairman. 
Edward Beauchamp, Esq. ae hee Pease, Esq. 
R, 8. Donkin, Esq. *F; ick W. Harris, Esq. 
Eaq. *James Dixon, Esq. 
*Managing Directors. 
loyds Bank ar pren 72, 


Bankers— LI Lombard-street, 
.C. ; ord Old Bank (Limited > putes; Messrs. 
Barnett, Pease, Spence, & Co., Newcastle-on- 
. & ay 57, Coleman- 

« Leadenhall- 


Ft Price, seins | & Co., 44, Gresham- 
Seoretary-and offices—Mr, T. Cornish, 81, Gracechusehe 
street, E.C. 4 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1896. 
M ESSRS. m FAREBROTHER, 





Other appointments for immediate Sales will also Be 


Messrs. Farebrother 
advertisement columns x te A. 
their f 





MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS) 


Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
MOORGATE STREET, BANK, KAC., 
AXD 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 
A UCtON SALES are held at the 
Tokenhouse-yard, City, on the second and 
Thursdays in each other days as occ 
may require. 


8, 





AUCTION SALES. 


take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and i 


54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, Wo. | 


ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS: 





ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive W 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 





EDE AND SON, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


gly ~ Maye Registrars, 
and Olerke of the Peace. 


Coryeretion Rete, Uniwereltyund Clergy G 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Law W To 





20th July, 1896. 





ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. q 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
















